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STUDY OF AIRPOWER 


TUESDAY, JUNE 26, 1956 


Untrep States SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON THE Arr Force, 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee (consisting of Senators Symington, Jackson, 
Ervin, Saltonstall, and Duff) met, pursuant to call, at 11:05 a. m., in 
room 212, Senate Office Building, Senator Stuart Symington (chair- 
man of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Present : Senators Symington, Jackson, Ervin, Saltonstall, and Duff. 

Also present : Fowler Hamilton, general counsel; Ramsay D. Potts, 
Jr., associate general counsel; Fred B. Rhodes, legal consultant to 
Senator Saltonstall; Edward C. Welsh, assistant to Senator Syming- 
ton; and Wallace L. Engle, staff member. 

Senator Symineton. This subcommittee of the Senate Armed Serv- 
ices Committee will please come to order. 

Mr. Secretary, we welcome you with us this morning. We are 
glad to have you appear and look forward to what you have to say. 

It is the policy y of this committee that all testimony be sworn test1- 
mony. I would suggest if I may, sir, that if there is anybody here 
who will give testimony in addition to yourself you all be sworn 
at the same time. 

Secretary Quaries. Mr. Chairman, I have no plans for others to 
testify. If agreeable and it appears necessary later, they could be 
sworn then but I have no plans. 

Senator Syamineron. Do you solemnly swear that the testimony 
you will give this Subcommittee on the Air Force of the Senate 
Armed Services Committee will be the truth, the whole truth, and 
nothing but the truth, so help you God ? 

Secretary Quartes. I do. 

Senator Symincron. It is my understanding you have a prepared 
statement, Mr. Secretary. 

Secretary Quares. I have, Mr. Chairman, 

Senator Symineron. Would you like to read that now ? 

Secretary Quarters. If I may, sir. 

Senator Symrneron. Will you proceed ? 


STATEMENT OF HON. DONALD A. QUARLES, SECRETARY OF THE 
AIR FORCE 


Secretary Quartes. The fundamental question being examined by 
your committee is, it appears to me, whether the Air Force program 
is adequate to provide air forces able to a ee share in the mainte- 
nance of our national security during the years ahead. 
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UNITED STATES AIR FORCE MAJOR DETERRENT TO TOTAL WAR 


Before presenting specific testimony to you on this subject, I would 
like to state my conviction that the United States Air Force, more 
than any other single element of the defenses of the free world, exer- 
cises a deterrent to the catastrophe of total war. It is therefore my 
earnest desire and constant effort to make the Air Force strong and 
effective. 

At the same time, I hold a corollary conviction that the security of 
the United States is not solely a question of military defenses. I be- 
lieve it both necessary and feasible to provide adequate military de- 
fenses and, at the same time, to preserve the sound, economic founda- 
tions of the Nation. 


URGES ECONOMICAL METHODS 


Accordingly, I consider it a part of my duty to seek and to urge 
the most economical methods of providing adequate airpower for the 
country. 

Moreover, I recognize my own subordination to the decisions of the 
Secretary of Defense and the President of the United States. 


WILL ADMINISTER WITHIN LIMITS OF RESOURCES ALLOWED 


Having presented my case for resources in support of the Air Force 
to the Secretary of Defense, and through him to the President, and 
having received a decision regarding the resources to be allowed, I 
consider it my duty thereafter to administer the Air Force within the 
parameters of that decision. 

Returning to the fundamental question before this committee, that 
is, to the adequacy y of the Air Force program, you have received ex- 
tensive testimony setting forth the offensive and defensive missions 
assigned to the Air Force, the threat posed by potential enemies, the 
aan ies of other United States Armed Forces and allied forces, and 
the capabilities of the United States Air Force, both at present and 
for the future. 


ADEQUACY OF AIR FORCE DEPENDS ON MANY FACTORS 


It is clear to you, I am sure, that all of these factors must be taken 
into account in a search for the answer to the question of adequacy of 
the Air Force program. 

You have been reminded that the true capability of an Air Force 
relative to a potential enemy is a tremendously complex relationship 
involving a multitude of factors in addition to the number and quality 
of aircraft available. 

You have heard the Chief of Staff of the Air Force say to you “that 
an adequately supported Air Force of the general order of magnitude 
now programed should be able to meet the v various threats.” 

I agree with this statement. 
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B—47 FLEET OF JET BOMBERS POWERFUL FORCE 


A key question posed by these hearings is the effectiveness of our 
fleet of B-47 bombers in a period sever ral years hence. As you know, 
substantially more than 1,000 of our B-47 jet bombers are manned by 
thoroughly trained crews ‘and supported by all the other elements in- 
dispens: able to an effective bombing force. 

Today the B-47 fleet constitutes the most powerful striking force on 
earth. Moreover, the B-47 aircraft provides practical performance 
characteristics over the target which are only moderately inferior to 
those of the Bear or Bison type bombers. 


B—47°S MORE EFFECTIVE IF WE HAD KC-135 TANKERS 


In 1959 the B47 with tanker support will remain the largest force 
of intercontinental bombers in the active inventory of any country. 
It is true that our large fleet of B-47’s would be more effective if sup- 
ported by the new all- jet KC-135 tanker; but it is also true that the 
KC~—97 tanker permits effective intercontinental operation of B-47’s 
without the use of our extensive complex of overseas bases. 


SIGNIFICANCE OF OVERSEAS BASES 


While, for maximum effectiveness, the B-47 needs the benefit of 
these overseas bases, and while it is admitted that such bases can be 
attacked by an enemy, it should be pointed out that all airbases, both 
ours and the enemy’s are subject to atomic attack. 

No aggressor against the United States can reasonably expect to 
knock out our great complex of overseas and domestic bases even in 
simultaneous mass attack. It is a great comfort to me, as I am sure 
it is to you, that no potential enemy possesses a system of bases similar- 
ly located relative to the United States. 


ASSERTS UNITED STATES HAS LARGEST STRATEGIC STRIKING FORCE 


It is very important to realize that today and in 1959, with our B47 
included in the comparison, the United States Air Force will have in 
operational units a larger strategic striking force than any other 
country. 


I would like to recall to you General Twining’s statement regarding 
the B-47 bomber. 


I feel that I should specifically comment here on the importance of having the 
B-47 bomber. While I would be among the first to admit that the B-52 is a 
more effective weapon, I think that the B-47 force will be of tremendous value 
for several years to come. 

When I consider its refueling capability, our worldwide complex of bases, the 
many directions from which it could attack, and the numerous friendly areas in 
which crews could land after having dropped mass destruction weapons on the 
enemy, I conclude that it, coupled with a reasonable B-—52 force, presents the 
(aggressor) air defense commander with a problem almost impossible to solve. 


B—52 PEAK OF 20 PER MONTH A YEAR AND A HALF IN FUTURE 


As you know, we have recently adopted a plan for a new production 
rate of B-52 bombers to bring this rate to 20 a month some 18 months 
hence. This production rate was recommended to me by the Chief of 
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Staff as the Air Staff's best judgment of the optimum rate of produc- 
tion, considering productive efliciency and our ability to absorb these 
new aircraft. 


JET TANKER PRODUCTION TERMED VERY SATISFACTORY 


The production of KC-135 jet tankers is proceeding very satisfac- 
torily. According to the present schedule, within a short time after 
all of our heavy bomber wings are equipped with B-52’s, each wing 
will be supported with the number of KC-135’s approved by the A 
Staff. We may be able to exploit the increased efficiency of KC-13 
production to improve the tanker delivery schedule. 


JCS DECISION ON INCREASING B-52 WINGS IS PENDING 


The B-52 modernization of our 11 heavy bomber wings is now pro- 
gramed ona largely funded by our fiscal year 1957 budget. The Joint 
Chiefs of Staff have not yet passed judgment on the desirability of 
increasing the total number of heavy bomber wings. 

Our schedule, however, is sufficiently flexible to allow the produc- 
tion of a much larger total number of B-52’s if that appears desirable. 

Any consideration of the adequacy of the Air Force program can- 
not omit examination of the developing capabilities of guided missiles. 

Within a few years we expect to incorporate offensive missiles of 
very long range, both the aerodynamic and the ballistic type. 


BOTH UNITED STATES AND SOVIETS INCREASING OFFENSIVE MISSILE 
CAPABILITIES 


No doubt the Soviet Union will initiate similar augmentation of 
their offensive capabilities. I believe that the net effect of such 
parallel missile developments in the United States and in the Soviet 
Union is to the advantage of the United States. The great advantage 
of an aggressor lies in his ability to strike suddenly at the counter 
attacking capabilities of his target nation. 

A wide deployment-of missiles will render destruction of our 
counterattacking abilities more difficult than ever before. The ag- 
gressor cannot expect to nullify as much of a counterattacking com- 
plex of missiles and bombers as he might have expected to nullify in 
the case of a bomber force alone. 

Accordingly, a potential aggressor loses relative advantage. 


SAC DISPERSAL PROGRAM PLANNED 


Adding to the growing capability of the United States Air Force 
to absorb an initial attack and strike back effec tively is the dispersal 
program for Strategic Air Command bases in the United States. 
This program will be well under way in the coming fiscal year. And 
we will continue to improve the alert status of SAC bombers. 

Further increasing the capability of the United States Air Force 
is the growing strength of the Tactical Air Command. 
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TAC STRENGTH GROWING 


The Air Force program provides for strong tactical air forces, 
possessing a great and flexible atomic striking power. The airplanes 
operated by the Tactical Air Command can no longer be dismissed 
as merely incidental to the central power of the Strategic Air Com- 
mand’s big bombers. 

A tactical airplane can now carry and deliver an atomic weapon, 
the effect of which is huge indeed. 

In addition, we are planning to increase the worldwide ear 
of our tactical air forces by replacing the present TAC tankers wit! 
B-50's improved by the addition of jet engines. 

I have spoken principally to the point Sof Air Force offensive c apa- 
bilities because the counteroffensive mission is considered by most 
military experts to be the most fruitful one in connection with de- 
terring war or even in the prosecution of war. 


CONSIDERS UNITED STATES AIR DEFENSE UNPARALLELED 


I should point out, however, that the Air Force program includes a 
very substantial effort in support of the air defense mission. I think 
it pertinent to note in this connection that the all-weather interceptor 
force of the United States Air Force on hand today is greater than that 
of any potential enemy, and that the general level of our air defenses in 
terms of all-weather interceptors and missiles, radar and control sys- 
tems, is believed to be unparalleled in the world. 

Air defense is an extremely difficult military task. The Air Force 
program, together with those of the other services, fc oe for the 
prosecution of every promising means of air-defense tec thnology. In 
the foreseeable future, we are not likely to enjoy a system of air defense 
which promises to do more than exact a stern penalty from an offensive 
force. 

As I mentioned earlier, we are taking steps in addition to those re- 
lated to active air defense, such as dispersal of SAC bases, in order to 
alleviate the fundamental difficulty of the air-defense problem. 

The advent of improved interceptor fighters, improved air-defense 
missiles, and improved radar will m: arkedly raise the capability of our 
air defense system. 

Considerable attention has been focused upon our military construc- 
tion program. 

While the construction funds requested of Congress will not finance 
every desirable construction project, we will have by the end of fiscal 
year 1957 minimum essential facilities for wartime operations for all 
of our 137 wings. 


R. AND D, ACTIVITIES LIMITED BY DEMANDS OF CIVILIAN ECONOMY 


Now I should like to turn my remarks to the adequacy of the research 
and development program upon which we rely for the future effective- 
ness of our Air Force. There is probably no limit to the amount of 
research and development activity which could be undertaken by the 
Air Force alone if the only criterion were the possibility of improving 
our delidiciahk: 


76922—56 
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The research and development program of the Defense Department 
must reflect a reasonable balance between the demands of the civilian 
economy and those of national security; and it must be allocated be- 
tween the three services. 

The Air Force program for research and development, including 
all contributions resulting from the use of procurement funds in 
development work, has shown a steady increase over the last several 
years. 

For fiscal year 1957 the total outlay programed for Air Force re- 
search and development is in the order of $2.7 billion. 


TOP PRIORITY PROJECTS FUNDED 


This is a huge research and development effort. It does not provide 
for doing all things the mind can conceive. It does, however, provide 
for all top priority projects essential to the maintenance of a strong 
deterrent position. 

All of us in the Air Force would feel more comfortable if the re- 
search and development program were more extensive. 

We recognize, however, that as a practical matter, some restraint 
must be placed on the otherwise runaway tendency of research and 
development projects. 


FAVORS LIMITING R AND D ACTIVITY 


_ It is certainly a wise and effective measure to utilize a budgetary 
limitation on research and development programs as a means of fore- 


ing greater selectivity within the total program. 

While I recognize that such a procedure eliminates some attractive 
projects, I can give you my personal judgment based on a rather 
considerable experience with this subject that the 1957 budget for the 
Air Force research and development program gives us the latitude to 
support the vitally important projects. 


SKILLED PERSONNEL MOST SERIOUS PROBLEM 


Now I would like to say a word about the most serious problem fac- 
ing the Air Force today. The commanders and members of the staff 
have already told you of our difficulties in retaining the technically 
skilled airmen who are vital to the effective maintenance and opera- 
tion of our complex equipment. 

I would like to add my agreement with the unanimous view of the 
previous witnesses that the solution of this problem has our first pri- 
ority. It is more important than additional hardware or facilities. 
With the cooperation of Congress, we have made some progress in im- 
proving the reenlistment rate ; enactment of legislation currently pend- 
ing would further improve the attractiveness of the military career. 

In conclusion, I would like to comment upon the charge that the 
Air Force program has been “arbitrarily” reduced in the course of 
preparation of recent defense budgets. Frequent reference has been 
made to the fact that the Chief of Staff submitted to me a budget 
request, of $19.392 billion while the President’s budget included $16.5 
billion for the Air Force. 
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BY “ANALYSIS” $2.8 BILLION BECOMES ONLY $285.5 MILLION 


The reduction thus amounted to approximately $2.8 billion. Pre- 
vious witnesses have explained that $1.56 billion of this reduction was 
accounted for by financial changes which did not affect the program ; 
revised estimates of recoupments and reimbursement, lead time 
changes, bookkeeping transfers, and programing and computational 
errors. 

An additional $648.6 million was accounted for by program changes 
in response to revised requirements or estimates of availability; these 
changes were without effect upon the desired or achievable program 
and consisted of volunteered reductions, changed operational require- 
ments, and postponement of procurement because development and 
testing were incomplete, because items were not available, or because 
the program was not ready for implementation. 

The remaining reduction of $662 million represented the sum of 
various changes, including differing judgments of what the Air Force 
needed for fiscal year 1957. 

If we take account of the President’s supplemental appropriation 
request of $376.5 million for the Air Force, it can be seen that the 
net reduction in the program magnitude contemplated by the Air 
Staff budget request amounted to 285.5 million which is less than 2 
percent of the original request. 

The financial arrangements supporting the Air Force program have 
been subjected, and probably always will be subjected to various ad- 
justments affecting the amount of appropriated funds needed in any 
particular fiscal year. 


EXPECTS PRESENT PROGRAM TO BE IMPLEMENTED 
It is not true, however, that the force contemplated by the 137-wing 
program established in 1953 has been lessened in any way. We have 


every expectation that our current program will be carried to fruition. 


WILL NEED MORE MONEY NEXT YEAR 


Continuation of this program, however, will require increased ap- 
propriations in fiscal year 1958. The simple fact is that the program 
has expanded significantly. The heavy bomb wings will have 50 per- 
cent more aircraft than originally planned, and all of our equipment 
is becoming more powerful. 

Though this new equipment is more expensive, its greater effective- 
ness provides the Nation with more defense per dollar. 


37 WINGS FULLY OPERATIONAL BY JUNE 1957 


By the end of the coming fiscal year, 137 wings will be fully oper- 
ational, and our forces are ‘being continually modernized and better 
supported. 

By what standard shall the adequacy of the Air Force program be 
judged ¢ Q 

I think we should set as our standard the ability to perform the 
Air Force mission. Primarily, that mission is to prevent war by con- 
vincing any potential aggressor that the consequences of aggression 
against us would be unacceptable to him. 
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U. 8. ATR FORCE PLUS ALLIED AIR FORCES SUFFICIENT TODAY 





In my opinion, the ability of the Air Force, together with other on 
world forces, to do this is solidly sufficient today, and our fiscal yea 
1957 program is designed to keep it that way. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen. 

Senator SyMincron. ‘Thank you, Mr. Secretary. 













COMMITTEE PROCEDURE 


{t is now 11:50, With the committee’s approval instead of having 
the Counsel question as long as he did yesterday, we thought he might 
juestion for 50 minutes then each member for 10 minutes. 

Senator Jackson. Ilow long are we going to run ? 

Senator Symincron. We will run until 1 o'clock unless somebody 
has objection, be cause we did not start until 11. 

Senator SavronsraALL. Mr. Chairman, I most respectfully say Sena- 
tor Duff and I have a meeting of our Republican Policy Committee 
at half-past 12. If we get there at a quarter of 1, it would be all 
right. 

We would appreciate it if we could stop at a quarter of 1. 

Senator Symincron. We will stop at a quarter of 1 and give an 
°PP nd toevery body for some questioning this mo ring. 

this meets with the approval of the subcommittee, Mr. Counsel, 
eal you proceed ¢ 4 

Mr. Hamiron. Mr. Secretary, I think it might be helpful for the 
record if you would state briefly your background leading up to your 
present position. 

BACKGROUND AND EXPERIENCE 











Secretary Quarites. Mr. Counsel and gentlemen, I was born in 1894. 
I was educated, graduating from Yale University in 1916. I went 
shortly thereafter into the Army, first as a first heutenant and later as 
a captain of Field Artille ry. 

[ served 2 years overseas in that capacity, and on my return I entered 
what was then the engineering department of the Western Electric Co. 

[ was with the Western Electric Co. and with the Bell Telephone 
Laboratories, which later succeeded to the functions of the Engineer- 
Ing De ‘partment of the Western Electric Co. from the latter part of 
1919 until I was sent to the Sandia C orp. as president of that corpora- 
tion in Albuquerque, N. Mex. 

Sandia Corp. is a subsidiary of the Western Electric Co., operating 
for the Atomic Energy Commission in the atomic weapons field. 

[ left that company in late August or the first of September 1953 to 
become Assistant Secretary of Defense for Research and Develop- 
ment, an office which I held until I was sworn in as Secretary of the 
Air Force in August of 1955, approximately a year ago. 

Mr. Hamiron. wa when did you assume your position, sir, as 
Assistant Secretary of Defense for Research and Development ap- 
proximately ? 

Secretary Quarters. I believe the statutory date was September 1, 
i953. That is approximately the date. 


Mr. Hamivron. Thank you very much, Mr. Secretary. 
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RESPONSIBILITIES OF SECRETARY OF AIR FORCE 





L wonder if you could describe briefly for the record, Mr. Seere- 
tary, your conception of your duties and responsibilities downward, 
so to speak, to the Chief of the Air Staff and the congressional air 
people and upward to the Secretary of Defense. 

Secretary Quar.es. I conceive my duties broadly as being respon- 
sible for the administration of the Air Force in respect to the Chief 
of Staff and the Air Staff. 

I of course look to them for guidance on all military matters. They 
consult frequently and in detail with the Chief of Staff, and he in 
turn brings me the recommendations of the Air Staff. 

My immediate secretariat of Assistant Secretaries is in turn related 
to deputies in the Air Staff in the respective field, and we have a very 
close working relationship. 

In respect to the Department of Defense, I am in line with Reor- 
ganization Plan No. 6 subordinate to the Secretary of Defense in all 
matters. 

[ represent the Air Force and speak for the Air Force in many 
matters such as in presenting the Aur Force case to the Congress, and 
to some extent to the people, and when the President wishes, to the 
President. 

But I am subordinate in my functions to the Secretary of Defense. 















WILL ACT IN ACCORD WITTE SECRETARY *S DECISIONS 





OF 





DEFENSI 





Mr. Hamirron. I believe you made the point, did you not, in your 
paper, that after you make the presentation of your views, you feel 
you have a responsibility to adhere to the policy decision made by 
him. 

Secretary Quartes. I did, Mr. Counsel, right. 

Mr. Hamiuron. That is correct, isn’t it? 

Secretary Quarters. That is right; yes, sir. 

Mr. Hamirron. One thing I should just say parenthetically, Mr. 
Secretary. 

In the event that any questions are asked of you which im your view 
involve security, we can defer those until later and go into executive 
session. 

Secretary Quarters. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Hamrton. In the second place, I may, in the interest of sav- 
ing time, ask some of my questions in the form of leading questions, 
but I am sure if any of the implications are incorrect, you won’t hesi- 
tate to point that out ? 

Secretary Quarters. I appreciate that, sir. 


KEY WEST AGREEMENTS OF 1948 





Mr. Hamrmron. The committee has received testimony to the effect 
that the basic assignment of the roles and missions among the three 
branches of the service, the Army, the Navy, and the Air Force, was 
determined in the so-called Key West agreements of about 1948. 

Does that accord with your understanding ? 

Secretary Quarters. That is in accord with my understanding. The 
Key West agreement of 1948 was revised in 1953, but the revisions did 
not substantially affect the roles and missions of the individual services. 
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Mr. Hamiitron. Then the committee has also received testimony to 
the effect that, in connection with the review of force levels that was 
made by the Joint Chiefs of Staff in 1953, which is sometimes referred 
to as the New Look, the Joint Chiefs recommended and the recom- 
mendation was adopted, that the Air Force should be constituted of 
137 wings; is that right, sir? 


NO OTHER SIGNIFICANT CHANGE IN 137 WING PROGRAM SINCE 1953 


Secretary Quartes. That is correct. 

Mr. Hamitron. And apart from the change that is mentioned in 
your statement of increasing the number of planes in the heavy bomb- 
er wing from 30 to 45, has there been any other significant change in 
the structure of the Air Force as recommended at the time of the New 
Look ? 

Secretary Quartes. There have been minor changes in the character 
of the wings and in the allocation of the wings as between the com- 
mands, but I think it is quite a fair summary of it all to say there have 
been no substantial changes. 


Ral 5? 
s—52 


Mr. Hamiiron. We have also received testimony regarding the num- 
ber of wings and the number of heavy bombers of the B-52 type, which 
I take it is the current heavy bomber; is that correct, sir ? 

Secretary Quartes. It is the one currently under production and 
being phased into the force. 

Mr. Hamiutron. The most recent heavy bomber ? 

Secretary Quaries. That is right. 


CHANGE FROM 30 TO 45 B—52’S PER WING WAS NOT AN INCREASE IN B-52’8 


Mr. Hamrron. When the number of B-52’s per wing was increased 
from 30 to 45, that did not entail a decision that more B—52’s would be 
produced; it was merely a matter of administrative efficiency which 
determined that decision ? 

Secretary Quarters. Mr. Counsel, I would like to express that this 
way. That it was the carefully considered view of the Air Staff, the 
Chief of Staff, and of the Secretary of the Department, that regard- 
less of the number of wings we ct reated, they should be created as 45 
UE wings, as we say, rather than 30, in the interest of efficiency. 

Mr. Hamiuron. What does “UE” stand for, for the record ? 

Secretary Quartes. Unit equipment wings, that is the number of 
planes per wing. 

So that I think the fair way to say it is that the decisions were 
independent. 

The number of heavy wings to be created and the number of planes 
per wing were two independent questions. 

Mr. Hamrrton. Since 1953 have there been significant advances 
made by the Russians in the field of airpower? 

Secretary Quartes. I would say there have been. 
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SOVIETS HAVE ADVANCED RAPIDLY IN AIRPOWER SINCE 1953 


Mr. Hamivron. Would you care within the limitations of security to 
give any illustrations of the fields in which those advances have been 
made ? 

Secretary Quartes. They have moved forward very fast in the j jet 
aviation field, military jet aviation field both in fighter types and in 
bomber types, and of course they have moved ahead in related areas 
such as guided missiles, according to our best intelligence, and we be- 
lieve they have also made subst: antial progress in atomic weaponry, 
and these are not exclusive, but I would say the outstanding fields. 

Mr. Hamiuron. Mr. Secretary, I am going to read to you some 
quotations from the testimony of General Twining. I would be glad 
to give you a copy. 

Secretary Quartes. I have a copy, sir. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Haamron. I can give you the page reference. This was testi- 
mony that he gave us last week before he went to Moscow, and if you 
will direct your attention please to page 2052 of the transcript before 
you. 

Secretary Quartes. Thank you. 


AGREES THAT UNITED STATES AIR FORCE IS BEING OUTPRODUCED AND OUT- 
DEVELOPED BY SOVIET AIR FORCE 


Mr. Haminron. I believe you will find that at the bottom of that 
page, in response to a question I put to him, he adopted as his view the 
following language in reference to the Russian Air Force: 

If being ahead is related to numbers of aircraft in combat units, we are not 
ahead. The Communists have thousands more combat airplanes than we do. 

If being ahead is related to aircraft production we are again only second best. 
The Communists are producing far more combat airplanes than we are. 

Even more important, if being ahead is related to rate of progress— 

“rate” being underscored— 
we have fallen far behind— 


“far” being underscored. 

Then, sir, if you would turn just following on page 2053, the middle 
of the page, he adopted as expressing his view the following language: 

Of course we can outproduce the Communists. There is no question about that. 
Our production potential is not the reason we are falling behind. 

One of the reasons that we are dropping behind is that the Communists are 
making scientific and technological advances at a faster rate than we. 

And then I think you might read the substance of the colloquy that 
I had with him at the bottom of the page; you will agree that he con- 
curred in general with those statements. 

I wondered if you would mind commenting on that, particularly in 
the light of your own statement, Mr. Secretary. 

Secretary Quaries. I would be very g glad to, gentlemen. I believe 
that General Twining’s statements related the United States Air F orce 
and its planes to our information, our best information about the 
Soviet Air Force and its planes, and I believe in that quite specilic 
context one must agree with his statements. 
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However, if you take it in the broader context of Soviet military air- 
power, or let’s say first to make it the entire broad Communist bloe 
military airpower versus free world military airpower, the statements 
made here would not hold. 

In fact, the numbers of aircraft, modern jet aircraft in operational 
units and the numbers being produced, numbers that have been pro- 
duced to the best of my information these statements would no longer 
be true. 

I don’t mean that General Twining said something that was not 
true. I merely mean that he placed it in a different context than the 
one that I would place it in. I would also like to say that in respect 
to the : 

Senator SyMiIncron. Excuse me, Mr. Secretary. 

Gentlemen, you are now making it difficult for some of the members 
of the committee to see the witness. If you would take your pictures, 
we W ill vO ahea l. 

Thank you. 

Secretary Quarves. If I might also comment on the rate of progress, 

is a matter I think that has been frequently misunderstood. 


SOVIET RATE OF PROGRESS EXCEEDS UNITED STATES 


I think all agree that we were, at the end of World War II and have 
been during the subsequent decade, technologically ahead of the Soviets 
in the fields of military interest. 

I think it is generally agreed that their rate of progress during this 
period has been greater than our rate of progress. I think that it is 
not a logical conclusion of these premises that they either have over- 
taken us or even that they will overtake us, because the fact that « 
second runner is moving up does not mean that he will win the race. 

However, it is true that their rate of progress is as stated by General 
‘Twining. 


UNITED STATES COULD OUTPRODUCE SOVIETS IF DECISION WERE TO DO SO 


As for General Twining’s statements about our ability to produce, 
[ concur in them as he has made them. 

Mr. Hamiu-ron. You think it is clear that we could produce more 

reratt 7 

Secretary Quarves. I think there is no question about it. 

Mr. Haminron. Fighters, bombers, if the decision was made to do so? 

Secretary Quarues. I would say that I believe that is true. 

Mr. Hamirron. When you said, Mr. Secretary, that you would agree 
with his statement in the context in which you understood him to make 
it, was I right in my impression that you would agree, insofar as his 
statement was comparing United States airpower against Russian 
airpower ¢ 

Secretary Quaries. United States Air Force against the Russian 
Air Force / 

Mr. Haanmron. United States Air Force against the Russian Air 


Force, you would agree with his statements about their position vis-a- 
vis ours? 
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Secretary Quares. But not in respect to United States airpower 
vesus Soviet airpower, nor in respect to free world airpower versus 
Communist bloc airpower. 


ALLIES HAVE ONLY LIMITED STRATEGIC BOMBER CAPABILITY 


Mr. Hamitton. Do any of our allies have a bomber with a strategic 
capability, Mr. Secretary ! 

Secretary Quar.es. Only in very limited quantity. 

Mr. Hamizron. Would your appraisal of the value of those partic- 
ular bombers be an important factor in your judgment as to the 
contribution that our allies would make to our total airpower vis-a- 
vis that of the Russians ? 

Secretary Quarues. As of this time it would not be in respect to the 
ability, the strategic ability to deliver atomic bombs. 

Mr. Hamixrton. In response to my earlier question, you made the 
point, Mr. Secretary, that if there were two runners and one was 
ahead and the other was gaining, that did not necessarily mean the 
second man was going to win the race, as I understood you. 

Secretary Quartes. That is right, yes. 

Mr. Hamunron. In that regard I would like, if I may, to refer to 
some testimony by General Putt, with which you may be familiar. 

Are you familiar with this testimony ? 

Secretary Quarues. I am at least generally ; yes, sir. 


DIFFERS IN EVALUATION OF RELATIVE R. AND D, PROGRAMS 


Mr. Haminron. I think I am summarizing it fairly when I state 
that in substance he said, as I understand you to say, that the progress 
the Soviets are making in the research and development field, with 
particular reference to airpower, is at a faster rate than our own. 

But he went further than you did and said, unless there was some 
increased effort upon our part, it would be his judgment that at some 
time in the future which he did not predict, they would have a quality 
advantage over us in respect to airpower as they now apparently 
have a quantity advantage. 

W ould you care to comment on that ? 

Secretary Quartes. It would be my judgment that if we continue 
our research and development programs with the strong support that 
I indicated in my statement as represented by a tot al research and 
development level of $2.7 billion for the Air Force in fiscal year 
1957, or as related to research and development funds taken sep: arately 
and apart, a level of $610 million supplemented by funds in other 

categories to bring the total level up to $2.7 billion, if we continue in 

the years following 1957 with funding to support programs at that 
level, in my judgment there is no basis for assuming that we will be 
overtaken in this qualitative race. 

Mr. Hamiron. I just want to state for the record the page of the 
transcript that I was referring to in regard to General Putt’s testi- 
mony. It is page 580 in the printed hearings, part 8, at the bottom of 
the page. The portion that I had in mind, I think I probably should 
read into the record ; it is as follows: 

General Purr. If one takes the assumption that what appears to be their 
degree of effort continues, in my judgment our position would deteriorate. 
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Mr. Hamintron. Deteriorate, you mean, relative to theirs? 
General Purr. Relative to theirs. 






Mr. Haminron. You mean they would be in a stronger position than we would 



















General Purr. I think they would be if we maintain a level dollar program. 
Mr. Hamiron. What effect, if any, would that have upon the quality of the 
elements in our air offensive power and our air defensive power? 

General Purr. Well, it will almost directly affect the qualitative aspects. 







[ just wanted to get that into the record at this point. 
Secretary Quartes. Mr. Counsel, may I comment further in the 
ig it of that reading / 
fr. Hamivron. Certainly. 

















DEPARTMENT OF 





DEFENSE POLICY ESTABLISHED DOLLAR CEILING ON 
RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 










Secretary Quarues. There was a reference to a level dollar program, 
and 1 would like to make it clear that while the contract procurement 
level for research and development narrowly construed has remained 
ail $430 million steadily over the last few years, say in the last 3 
years, during that same period the total funds for research and 
development, including support from the Air Force appropriations, 
have increased from just over $2 billion to $2.7 billion for 1957, so 
my remar ks were not in the context of a steady level of research and 
cle velop? ent ede construed. 

Mr. Haminron. I was going to come to that a little later, but 1 
link your comments were quite relevant in the context and I would 
ye glad to go into that now. 

e that regard you mentioned, as I recall it, that it was in the fall 
of 1955 you became Assistant Sec retary of Defense for neath aa 
Deve lopme nt ¢ 

Secretary QuarLEs. September 1; yes. 


Mr. Hamitron. Now, in reference to General Putt’s phrase “the 
ceiling,” is it not the cas 


e that insofar as research and development 
funds, strictly speaking, are concerned, there was a ceiling established 
late in 1953 with respect to the dollar amount of funds to be available 
for research and development ta the Air Force, as well as in the other 
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retary Quar.es. That is correct. There was established a De- 
partment of Defense policy, after considerable discussion both with 
Research and Devi ‘lopment Polic \ Council over which I presided 


that time as Assistant Secretary and with other Defense Depart- 
ment officials an = other budgetary officials in 








the administration, there 
ablished a policy in respect to the budget then being formulated 






for fiscal vear 1955. 
Mr. Hamiiron. Do you recall what that amount was jn the cage of 
the Air Force, Mr. Secretary ? 


Secretary Quartes. I believe that the amount at that time in terms 
of the accounting at that time for t i 


he Air Force was just under $500 
iillion, but I do not have that figure accurately in mind, and the 
reason I don’t have it accurately in mind is that in each of these suc- 
cessive years there were accounting changes that threw into the re- 
search and development budget category items of expenditure which 
had not in the previous year been so classified, so that you have a chang- 
ing accounting base as well asac hanging dollar base. 
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If I might add, the policy was to wash out the changes in account- 
ing as well as one could estimate them, and maintain the level of this 
kind of research and development work substantially on an even keel. 


$431 MILLION CEILING ON RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT FOR AIR FORCE 


Mr. Hamuuton. I believe the committee has received testimony that 
the amount of money made available to the Air Force under the gui de 
lines for 1955, 1956, 1957, and anticipated with respect to 1958 was the 
sum of $431 million. 

You may wish to refresh your recollection in that regard by turning 
to page 2134 of the testimony of General Twining, in which I believe, 
General Bogart gave us that information. 

Secretary Quartes. Mr. Counsel, I know that that figure is correct, 
but that figure subtracts from the total research and development ap- 
propriation in each of these years cel rtain types of support expense 
which varied i > magnitude over the years and which, in the year 1957 
for example, bring the total from $431 to $610 million, and in the 
earlier years it brought the total to other figures because the amount 
of expenditure comprised in this classification changed each year. 


Mr. Hamitron. But am I right in the impression I have that, irre- 


spective of the accounting changes, the $431 million fi 
figure that was available for 
speaking ? 

Secretary Quartes. That is correct, if we define 
opment in a particular way. 

Mr. Hamirron. Those funds administered for research and develop- 


igure was the 
research and development, strictly 


research and devel- 


ment by the Research and Development Division of the Department 
of the Air Force. 

Senator SALTonsTALL. Will Counsel yield ? 

Mr. Hamivton. Certainly. 

Senator Sartonstauy. Do you include in that figure, with the change 
in accounting procedure, the amount of the additional money for the 
development expense / 

Secretary Quartes. That did not include in any of these years de- 
velopment in the broad sense that I use the phrase in respect to the $2.7 
billion budget. 

The phrase “research and mee * you have to put in quota- 
tionmarks. It is a line item in the budget, and funds are appropriated 
to that account specifically, and then funds are appropriated for pro- 
curement with the latitude to use them under certain circumstances for 
development work. 

Senator Sarronstatyi. The $410 million is more basic research a 
posed to development is it not ? 

Mr. Hamivron. Four hundred and thirty-one. 

Senator Symrneton. If the Senator would like to develop his 
thought, he will have that chance. 


Senator SaALTronsTatu. I just want to make sure I understood what 
Mr. Quarles was saying. 


Mr. Hamiron. Perhaps I might state on the record my under- 
standing. 


3 OD- 
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When one speaks of funds and resources that could contribute to the 
end product of a new weapons system, one has in mind funds from at 
least three sources: 1, What I have been calling research and develop- 
ment funds strictly speaking, which is the $431 million; 2, funds used 
in the purchase of prototypes and other facilities, other equipment 
which come from procurement funds under the budget organization; 
and 3, funds that may be used for the construction of test facilities or 
for the building of public works which come from construction funds. 

Is that correct in general ? 

Secretary Quar.es. That is correct, and in addition there are funds 
from military pay accounts and other accounts which contribute to 
that. 

Mr. Hamiron. And it is the contributions from these other sources 
that take you from your figure of $431 million up to the two billion-odd 
that you mentioned; is that right ? 

Secretary Quartes. That is correct. 


CEILING ON FUNDS FOR NEW IDEAS AND NEW PROJECTS, DURING LAST 3 YEARS 


Mr. Hamitron. Coming to the $431 million, is it fair to say that is 
the source of the funds for the new research and development projects 
in the sense of having people go to work on ideas and try to conceive 
new projects? 

Secretary Quarues. If you are starting from the research phase or 
from the exploratory development phase, that would be the source of 


such funds. 

Mr. Hamuurton. Is it fair to say then, Mr. Secretary, that with re- 
spect to that kind of fund, the Department of Defense has established 
for each of the past 3 years at the outset, as a matter of policy, this 
figure of $431 million ? 

Secretary Quarts. I think that is a fair interpretation of the facts. 

Mr. Hamirron. And that would be for fiscal year 1955, 1956, 1957? 

Secretary Quartes. Right, and I am not in a position to speak for 
1958. 

Mr. Hamuton. You mean because the policy in that regard has not 
been formalized ? 

Secretary Quartes. Is still flexible; yes. 

Mr. Hamuton. There have been some moves in that direction, 
haven’t there ? 

Secretary Quar.es. There have been some moves. 

Mr. Hamirron. And the moves are related to a $431 million figure 
plus the percent, aren’t they ? | 

Secretary Quartes. I believe that is true, without really having the 
direct knowledge that it is, Mr. Counsel. 

Senator Symincron. Mr. Counsel, if you are at a concluding point 
there, we will turn the questioning over to the Senators. 

Senator Jackson, will you proceed ? 

We will continue this hearing until each Senator has had the op- 
portunity to interrogate the Secretary. 

Senator Jackson. Mr. Secretary, I have followed your statement 
with great interest. I want to ask some general questions. 

Are the conclusions contained in your statement supported by the 
top professional military people in the Air Force? 
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Secretary Quarts. By all? If the question means are all the top 

pe ople unanimous in their support of my statement, I think I could not 
Say ~ es. 

Senator Jackson. I mean the top military leaders? 

I don’t mean to get down to second lieutenants. I mean the top 
pe ople. 

Secretary Quartes. I think that they are supported specifically by 
the Chief of Staff and the Vice Chief of Staff. 

I cannot say that they specifically are supported by the command- 
ers of the joint commands. 


MISSION OF SAC GIVEN HIGHEST RATING 


Senator Jackson. Would you say that the mission of the Strategic 
Air Command is probably the most important mission of the Air 
Force ? 

Secretary Quartes. Yes; I would give that top importance. 

Senator Jackson. You base your position on that premise ? 

Secretary Quartes. I think we do; yes. 

Senator Jackson. You state in the beginning of your statement that 
the Air Force provides a great deterrent force as far as an atomic- 
hydrogen war is concerned; is that right? 

Secretary Quar.es. Yes, sir. 

Senator JACKSON. ‘And the main deterrent force within the Air 
Force is the Strategic Air Command; is that right ? 

Secretary Quartes. The main force; yes 

Senator Jackson. Now let’s get down to page 11, the last paragraph 
which I also followed with interest— 
by what standard shall the adequacy of the Air Force program be judged? 

I think we should set as our standard the ability to perform the Air Force 
mission. Primarily, that mission is to prev ent war by convincing any potential 


iggressor that the consequence of aggression against us would be unacceptable 
to him. 


In my opinion, the ability of the Air Force, together with other free world 
forces, to do this is solidly sufficient today, and our fiscal year 1957 program 
is designed to keep it that way. 

Isn’t it a fact that the top professional man who has the responsi- 
bility of carrying out the most important mission you have says in 
effect that as of today we can carry out the mission ? 


DISAGREES WITH GENERAL LE MAY AS TO FUTURE SITUATION 


But you left out in your statement something that is very important. 

This top professional leader said in 1959-60 it cannot be done. Do 
you agree with that ? 

Secretary Quar.es. I did leave it out of my statement because it is 
not my opinion nor is it the opinion of the C hief of Staff. 

Senator Jackson. Is it the opinion of the Vice Chief of Staff? 

Secretary Quartezs. It is not. 

Senator Jackson. It is not. 

I just want to get the record clear. ° 

Based on present procurement and present planning, it is your 
judgment as Secretary of the Air Force, General Twining, as Chief 
of Staff, and General White, as Vice Chief of Staff, that nothing fur- 
ther needs to be done as far as the period of 1959-60 is concerned over 
and above that outlined by the Air Force. 
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SEES NO NEED FOR CONGRESS TO INCREASE FISCAL YEAR 1957 BUDGET 


Secretary Quarters. I am speaking, Senator Jackson, as I think I 

ive made it quite clear, to the specific point of the fiscal year 1957 
program and budget. 

[ have not implied that a similar budget in the subsequent years 
would produce the result that I have stated here. 

[ have merely said that the 1957 budget leaves us on this course in 
my judgment. 

ore Jackson. You feel that there is nothing that we need to do 

» Congress at this time, at this session, to strengthen our position 
as Sececae great retali: atory force is concerned. 

Secretary Quarues. Well, sir, I, of course, don’t mean that there 
is nothing that the Congress would do because we have asked you for 

appropriation—— 

Senator Jackson. I am talking over and above the funds requested 

d cleared by the Bureau of the Budget. 

Secretary Quares. In my best judgment and foreseeing the situa- 
tion in 1957 as well as I can, the funds requested would be a sound 
and reasonable basis for us to attack the program for 1957. 

Senator Jackson, Was that your position when you submitted your 
budget ? 

Didn’t you yourself as Secretary of the Air Force ask for $18,881 
million? 

Secretary Quaries. That is correct. 

Senator Jackson. And you had cut the Chief of Staff from $19,392 
million to the $18,881 million which you submitted to the Secretary of 
Defense. Then he allowed you $16,518 million ? 

Secretary Quartes. I think those figures are correct. 

Senator Jackson. They may be in error but that can be corrected. 
But in general those are the figures. 

Secretary QuarREs. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jackson. Isn’t it quite clear that you yourself had doubts 
‘bout the adequacy of the funds that had been approved by the Bureau 
of the Budget, which we are called upon to approve or disapprove ? 

Secretary Quartes. As I attempted to explain in my statement, 
Senator Jackson, these cuts in only minor degree affected the program 
of the Air Force that could be implemented in fiscal year 1957. 


CONSIDERS LATEST B-5 2 PROGRAM WISE 


Senator Jackson. In other words, do you take the position that 
there is no point in ordering more B-52’s, for example, because you 
cannot produce them ? 

Secretary Quar.es. I don’t assert that we cannot produce more 
B-52’s. I do assert that our fiscal 1957 budget as it now stands with 
the President's supplementary request prov ides for the purchase of all 
B-52’s that the 20-per-month peers am could produce during the pur- 
chase period covered by the 1957 fiscal funds, and I do assert in my 
judgment, everything considered, the 20-per-month program is a wise 
program for the Air Force. 

Senator Jackson. When did you finally reach this 20-a-month 
figure ¢ 
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Isn’t it a fact you started out with 13 a month, and then when some 


of us let go with the public statement, you increased it to 17% 
That was back in June of 1955, isn’t that right ? 


REVISIONS IN B-52 PROGRAM 


Secretary Quartes. We started out originally, sir, at four a month. 
That was back in the early fifties. We increased that in successive 
stages to 17 a month, a figure that was arrived at just about a year ag 
after consultation with the Congress. 

Senator Jackson. After the fly-bys of May 1, 1955? 

Secretary Quaries. Right. 

Senator Jackson. Weren't we told the first of the year the funds 
requested were adequate and would do the job? 

Weren't we told that all we needed was this original budget here of 
$16,518 millions? Isn’t that a fact ? 

Secretary Quartes. The budget was submitted to the Congress as 
an adequate budget on the basis of 17-a-month purchase of B-52’s, 
that is correct. 

Senator Jackson. Then why was a second revision made a week 
before we started our hearings on airpower, to increase the funds for 
B-52’s, and for supporting resources like airbases—what is the figure 
on that ? 

Secretary Quarts. $248 millions. 

Senator Jackson. $248 million ? 

Secretary Quartes. If I may break that question in two, sir, I will 
try to answer first why we increased it. 

Then I will try to answer second why we did it the week before the 
hearings began. We increased it because we found out that it was 
possible with only very moderate increase in the facilities and with 
what we regarded as entirely economical production arrangements, and 
also because we found that 20 a month could be properly absorbed in 
this conversion from B-36’s to B—52’s, we increased it because on the 
recommendation of the Air Staff 20 a month looked to be a better pro- 
duction rate than 17 a month. 

Senator Jackson. Mr. Quarles, will you state now under oath that at 
the time the figure was submitted to Congress there was no discussion 
about the impending airpower investigation, in connection with that 
decision ? 

Secretary Quarters. When the President’s supplemental request 
was submitted to Congress, your question is whether there was any 
<liscussion of the pending investigation ? 


TIMING OF REVISION IN B-52 PROGRAM 


Senator Jackson. In connection with those funds? 

Secretary Quartes. I would certainly not make such a statement 
either under oath or any other way. 

There was, of course, discussion at that time in the administration. 

Senator Jackson. I understood your earlier statement to be that 
it had nothing to do with— 

Secretary Quartes. I am sorry, sir, I think the record will show 
that I had not answered the second question at all. I had given no 
implication as to the relationship of this request to the pending in- 
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vestigation. And what I would have said in answer to that question 
is this: that it is true that we had been for some weeks if not months 
studying this situation. 

‘The question came up as you will recall and as the chairman will re- 
call when we discussed this matter with the Armed Services Commit- 
tee of the Senate in relation to our program for the following year, 
which was some weeks if not months earlier, than the date we finally 
submitted it. And this was a matter of earnest consideration in the 
Air Force for weeks before the period that the thing was actually 
submitted. 

To the best of my knowledge and belief, its timing of one week be- 
fore the beginning of the hearings was fortuitous. 

Senator Jackson. And, to your knowledge, under oath, there was 
no discussion within the Department of the Air Force or the Depart- 
ment of Defense about the need to get this request in before the hear- 
ing started ? 

Secretary Quarues. I recall no discussion of the need for getting 
this up before the hearing started. 

Senator Jackson. On what date was the decision made within the 
Department of the Air Force? 

Senator Symineton. Senator, before the Secretary answers, based 
on the time agreement, that is your last question. 

Senator Jackson. I would like to resume this afternoon, if I might. 

Senator Symineton. Fine. 

Secretary Quartes. There was no decision within the Air Force 
until the President signed his budget request to the Congress, Senator 
Jackson, so I don’t know how to answer that last question. 

Senator Jackson. Wasn’t the initial decision within the Air Force, 
or was it made on top ? 

It had to originate with the Air Force, didn’t it ? 

Secretary Quartes. The plan originated with the Air Force; yes sir. 

Senator Symineron. Senator Saltonstall ? 

Senator SavronstTaLL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Quarles, just a few questions, 1 or 2 along the lines that Senator 
Jackson asked. 


Would you refer again to the last paragraph of your statement ? 


QUESTION OF WHETHER FISCAL YEAR 1957 BUDGET DESIGNED TO KEEP 
AIR FORCE SUFFICIENT 
You state: 


By what standard shall the adequacy of the Air Force program be judged? 

I think we should set as our standard the ability to perform the Air Force 
mission. Primarily, that mission is to prevent war by convincing any potential 
aggressor that the consequences of aggression against us would be unacceptable 
to him. 

In my opinion, the ability of the Air Force, together with other free-world 
forces, to do this is sufficient today, and our fiscal 1957 program is designed to 
keep it that way. 


When you say to “keep it that way,” is the 1957 program taking 
steps so it will be that way, say in fiscal year 1960, which would be 
the calendar year 1959? 

Secretary Quar ies. Insofar as moves are made in fiscal 1957, they 
will be moves designed to make the 1960 period solid in the sense that 
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I have defined it, but of course there will be moves in subsequent 


years that will also have great influence on the 1960 position ? 
Senator SavronstaL.. Naturally. 


B—-47’°S AND B-52’S IMPORTANT 


Now what part will the B—47’s play, in your opinion, in fiscal year 
1960 in the strategic capabilities of our country? 

Secretary Quaries. They will still have a very substantial part 
in the strategic bombing power of this country. 

Senator SatronstaLL. What part will the B-52’s play? Will they 
play a greater or lesser part than the B-47’s, in your opinion? 

Secretary Quaries. I believe I can’t answer that question with 
any degree of assurance as to whether it is more or less. 

They will both certainly be very substantial elements of the force 
at that time. 

Senator SauronsraLt. What part will the guided and ballistic 
missiles play in your opinion ? 


NO PUBLIC PREDICTION OF ICBM MISSILES IN OPERATIONAL QUANTITIES 


Secretary Quartes. As of that time they will play—I hesitate there, 
sir, because I would prefer to discuss that question in executive ses- 
sion if that is agreeable. 

Senator Symneron. Will the Senator yield for one observation ? 

Senator SatronsTauu. Yes, if it is not taken out of my time. 

Senator Symineron. That is fair. 

The Secretary would not want to leave the impression that by 1960 
we will have operational missiles of the ICBM type? 

Secretary Quaries. I would prefer, Mr. Chairman, not to leave 
an impression about this date in relation to our missile programs until 
we can discuss it in executive session. 

Senator Symineton. That is what I was hoping you would say. 

Senator SatronsTaLuL. In other words, you leave no impression one 
way or the other? 

Secretary Quartes. That is right, sir. 

Senator SauronstaLL. Now would you care to discuss in open ses- 
sion—and if not, we will leave it the same way, that is, there is no im- 
pression to be gained one way or the other from your answer—your 
opinion as to the Soviet strategic capabilities versus ours in fiscal 
year 1960? 

We have heard testimony on that from other witnesses, and I would 
like your opinion, if you can give it in open session. 


EXPECTS UNITED STATES STRATEGIC CAPABILITY TO REMAIN SUPERIOR 
IN 1960 


Secretary Quarirs. My opinion is that the strategic capability of 
the United States will still be superior to that of any other country 
in the year 1960 according to our present best estimates of the courses 
of action of the countries involved. 

Senator SarronstaLL. And you mean to include in that the B-47’s, 
the B—52’s, guided and ballistic missiles and the capability of our 
friends? 
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Secretary (uartes. | would include the sum total of all of these 
things and some other things, Senator, that you happened not to 
mention but l know you would. 


QUESTION OF OVERESTIMATING ROLE OF LONG RANGE BALLISTIC MISSILES 


Senator SaLtronsTaLyt. Do you agree with General LeMay that the 
significance of missiles in the next 4 years is overestimated / 

Secretary Quarues. I believe, sir, he referred to long-range stra- 

missiles when he made that statement, and I do not disagree 
ith the statement in that context. 

Senator SaLronsTatu. In your prepared statement, if I understand 
it, you stated that you expect to have 137 wings in the Air Force by 
the end of the fiscal year 1957. 

Will those 137 wings be operational ? 


37 WINGS OPERATIONAL BY JUNE 1957 


Secretary Quartes. They will be operational except that we always 
have in the Air Force as of any current instant certain wings in the 
conversion process or in other changes that will limit the operational 
ability of some fraction of the wings. 

But in terms of having built and equipped the wings, we expect to 
have completed our program on that date. 

Senator Sarronstatu. In other words, they will not be paper wings 
so-called ? 

Secretary Quartes. That is correct. 

Senator SartonstaLL. We have had various statements as to prior- 
ities in the needs of the Air Force. 

Would you be willing to state your priorities ? 

You stated personnel was your first one? 


PRIORITIES RE AIR FORCE NEEDS 


Secretary Quarters. I believe, sir, that the retention of skilled per- 
sonnel is our top priority problem. 

These things are all interrelated and it is hard to list one independ- 
ently of the others. 

I would say that our base arrangements and the facilities on our 
bases for personnel come as a sec ond priority because that influences 
our operational capability and our ability to retain people, and I would 
say our third priority should certainly be new and improved equip- 
ment. 

Senator SauronstaLy. What was your second one ? 

Secretary Quarters. Operational bases. 

Senator Satronstrati. Did you put research in there anywhere ? 

Secretary Quarters. Research and development of course is a fac- 
tor in—a phase i in—new and improved equipment, so of course it is an 
essential part of that process. 

Senator Sartonstauu. As Secretary of the Air Force, have you con- 
fidence that, in your best judgment, the program of the Air Force 
as it has been laid out in fiscal 1957 is a sufficient one? 
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CONSIDERS FISCAL YEAR 1957 BUDGET SUFFICIENT, AS PRESENTED TO 
CONGRESS 


Secretary Quaries. I would answer that question “Yes,” that we 
‘an carry forward a sufficient program during that fiscal year under 
the funds requested of the Congress. 

Senator SatronsTatu. And in connection with those needs that you 
have just stated as to personnel, as to bases and as to aircraft ? 

Secretary Quaries. That is correct. 

Now I should make it clear that within materiel there is an execu- 
tive order which makes our ballistic missile, long-range ballistic missile 
programs top priority. 

But that is top-priority mater ial, and I am merely saying that these 
other things have, in my judgment, a higher priority in controlling the 
effectiveness of the Air Force and the ability of the Air Force to carry 
out its mission. 

Senator SauronstaLu. Let me ask you just one more question. 

In your capacity as Secretary of the Air Force and in your capacity 
we will say, as an American citizen, if there was anything more needed 
for the Air Force, you would not hesitate to ask the Congress for it or 
to ask through proper channels that it be granted by Congress ? 

Secretary Quar.es. | certainly would not, si 

Senator SaLTonstaLL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Symrneron. Senator Ervin ? 

Senator Ervin. Mr. Secretary, when you recommended that $18,881 
million should be requested for the Air Force for fiscal 1957. you 
thought that was a wise recommendation; did you not ? 

Secretary Quar.es. I did, yes, sir. 


LIKE “GEORGE’S WIFE” 


Senator Ervin. And am I correct in inferring that the Air Force 
had a fate somewhat similar to George’s wife ? 

He was talking to his friend Rastus and he said, “Rastus, my wife 
is a most extravagant woman. She is always wanting 50 cents for 
this, 50 cents for that, and 50 cents for this other thing.” 

Rastus said: “George, what does she do with all that money ?” 

George said, “She don’t get it.” 

Now your superiors treated the Air Force somewhat like ( reorge 
treated his wife in that they reduced your recommended request when 
they presented the budget to Congress to the extent of $2,363 million; 
didn’t they ? 

Secretary Quartes. I think that is the right figure; yes, sir. 

Senator Ervin. That is all. 

Senator Symrneron. Senator Duff? 

Senator Durr. Mr. Secretary, is the development of IRBM and 
ICBM primarily a question of physics ? s? 

I know it involves chemistry but is it primarily a question of physics ? 


QUESTION OF SOVIET PROGRESS IN PHYSICS 


Secretary Quartes. Senator Duff, I think it would be fair to say 
yes, primarily, or if you would allow me to say, it is primarily a ques- 
tion of scienc e, various disciplines. 
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Senator Durr. I happened to pick up the Baltimore Sun this morn- 
ing and saw an article on science and freedom by Dr. Freeman Dyson, 
of the Institute of Advanced Studies at Princeton, who has just re- 
turned from a trip to Russia. In view of the fact that there has been 
much discussion about whether they are ahead of us or we are ahead 
of them, I would like to read what he says here in just a paragraph ; 
and, if the chairman wishes, I will be glad to put in the whole article. 

Senator Syminecron. What would be the Senator’s preference? 

Senator Durr. I would think it would be a good idea to put the 
whole article in the record because I think it is very constructive. 

Senator Symineron. Without objection, the whole article will be 
included in the record. 

Will you identify the article again / 

Senator Durr. It is an article on science and freedom in the Balti- 
more Sun of this morning by Dr. a Dyson, of the Institute of 
- lvanced Studies at Princeton, N. J., who just spent several weeks 

1 May in scientific meetings in Russia. Here is what he said in this 
“ wragraph, and I don’t want to quote it out of context. 


Therefore I suggest that the w hole thing go in the record, 
He said: 


First of all, let it be clearly said that Russian physies is not yet as good as 
American physics. We were amazed at their work, not because it is so wonderful 
in itself but because it has improved so much so fast. We felt like Dr. Johnson 
when he heard a woman preach and delivered his famous judgment: “A woman 
preacher is like a dog walking on its hind legs. It is remarkable not because 
it is done well but because it is done at all.” 


I wonder if you would care to make your expression of opinion as to 


what you think of their advancement in physic s, as indicated by not 


only this statement but by the whole article. I will present it for 
the record. 


(The article referred to above is as follows :) 
[From the Baltimore Sun, Tuesday, June 26, 1956] 
SCIENCE AND FREEDOM 
By Dr. Freeman Dyson, Institute of Advanced Studies, Princeton, N. J. 


I spent 2 weeks in May of this year going to scientific meetings in Mos- 
cow; talking with Russian physicists and sitting in Russian laboratories. A 
dozen Americans and many other foreigners were there. All of us reported, 
after we came home, that we were astonished at the enthusiasm, the competence 
and the solid achievements of the Russian scientists. 

Now, the editor of the Sun asks me a question. He says, “It is commonly 
stated by men of science that freedom is essential to a healthy scientific climate. 
And yet we learn from members of your group that Russian science, which has 
surely had to put up with security arrangements more stringent than ours, 
is in a flourishing condition, and that Russian scientists show evidence of the 
highest morale in their personal and scientific life. How can this be so?” 
He invites me to set down my thoughts about this question. And I am happy 
to do so, because the question is a real and important one. If science is to 
continue to flourish in our country, we scientists must succeed in making our 
needs understood by the public. For this reason, I welcome every chance to 
explain our situation, and especially to explain the nature of the challenge 
being offered to us by Russia. 

First of all, let it be clearly said that Russian physics. is not yet as good 
as American physics. We were amazed at their work, not because it is so 
wonderful in itself, but because it has improved so much so fast. We felt 
like Dr. Johnson, when he heard a woman preach and delivered his famous 
judgment: “A woman preaching is like a dog walking on its hind legs. It is 
remarkable, not because it is done well, but because it is done at all.” Some 
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of our group had worked in Russian laboratories before the war. In those days 
almost every piece of equipment more complicated than a screwdriver was 
imported, mostly from Germany. Those gadgets which were made in Russia 
were not expected to function. 

Today, all that has changed completely. The Russians know how to make 
scientific equipment, equal in quantity and quality to any in the world, and they 
have plenty of people who know how to use it. It is the speed and suddenness of 
their progress which are impressive. What they have done with their equip- 
ment is not yet so exciting. Since the war, six first-class and revolutionary ex- 
periments have been done in physics. Of these, 1 was done in Italy, 1 in England, 
and 4 in the United States. None so far in Russia. 

The second main fact which we established beyond doubt was this. Russian 
work in physics is now essentially free. I am not speaking here about political 
freedom. This, of course, does not exist in Russia, and will not exist in the 
foreseeable future. Buta reasonable scientific freedom does now exist. That is to 
say, Russian physicists enjoy the basic professional freedoms, to work on 
problems of their own choosing, to publish their results, and to discuss their 
ideas with foreign colleagues. These freedoms are restricted by security rules 
which are similar to ours, perhaps slightly stricter. In my own conversations, 
I found the only subject the Russians were unwilling to talk about was the 
eonstruction of their latest electronic computers. This subject was clearly 
“classified” for them, although it is “unclassified” for us. On the other hand, 
they could talk about some experiments relating to thermonuclear reactions, 
which for us are still classified. 

The freedom of Russian science is quite new. It came suddenly, soon afte: 
the death of Stalin. Until 2 years ago, nothing whatever was published of 
experimental work in nuclear physics. There was no possibility of personal 
contacts with foreign scientists, even from the satellite countries. And a 
high proportion of the physicists were engaged in military work. T'wo years 
ago, the whole atmosphere changed. People poured back from the military 
projects into pure science, publication was encouraged, and international meet- 
ings allowed. 

All this had an intoxicating effect on Russian scientists. Suddenly to be given 
these freedoms, which they had not known for 15 years, filled them with optimism 
and self-confidence for the future. All the time we were in Russia, we could 
feel how happy they were to be allowed to talk to us. Their enthusiasm and 
high morale is directly caused by their new experience of freedom. The super- 
strict security system of Stalin’s time produced high morale only in this 
negative way, like the man in the lunatic asylum who continually beat his 
head against a brick wall because it felt so good when he stopped. 

The good experimental work which has been done in Russia was done after the 
new regime began. We found clear evidence that the different laboratories in 
Moscow had been isolated from each other during the earlier time, and that 
this had hampered their work considerably. For example, the big cyclotron in 
Moscow had been working since 1949, and was for several years a better machine 
than any working in this country. But nobody with imaginative ideas for new 
experiments had access to it, and so the basic experiments which established the 
properties of the meson were all done in America. 

It is clear that the Soviet Government now understands the fact, which the 
American Government always knew, that scientific progress demands scientific 
freedom. It is also clear that the Soviet Government is spending enormous 
amounts of money on pure science, and seriously intends to make Moscow the 
scientific capital of the world. They have understood that the power of American 
science depends on America freely and openly attracting people and ideas from 
all over the world. And they intend now to beat us at our own game. 

1 will end this discussion with one little story. After the meetings were over, 
a group of foreign scientists with two interpreters went sightseeing in the 
country around Leningrad. We walked by mistake into some kind of coast-guard 
Station, evidently a restricted area, but nothing of importance. An ordinary 
Russian seaman came out to shoo us away, shouting, “Nelzya,” which means 
“Forbidden.” At the same time, we noticed that our interpreters, evidently 
unwilling to be held responsible for this error, were walking rapidly away in the 
opposite direction. 

So we stayed and had a friendly chat with the seaman in our broken Russian 
When I said we were foreign scieutists, he immediately said, “Oh, 1 know who 
you are. You are the people who have been at the meeting in Moscow, and you 
know all about pi-mesons and mu-mesons.” He pulled out of his pocket a 
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crumpled copy of Pravda where there was a report of our proceedings. He 
talked then with great warmth, saying, ““‘Why do you not come to our country 

re often?” and, “Be sure to tell the people in your countries, and your wives 
and children, that we would like to see more of them.” 

I am fairly sure that this sailor had not been planted, briefed, or warned 
beforehand of our coming. If it had been a plant, the interpreters would not 
have walked away. And in Moscow I talked with several other nonscientific 
Russians whom I met casually in the street, and they all made the same kind of 


response to ne 
















The moral of this story is that the ordinary Russian people have an under- 
standing of the value and importance of pure science. And they understand and 
tuke pride in the fact that learned foreigners come to their country to exchange 
ideas. It is the atmosphere of public understanding which makes the prospects 
for the future of science in Russia look so bright. Their scientists have a profes- 
sional freedom which is not much less than ours, and they have a public support 
which is in Some ways much greater. I can only hope that an American Coast 
Guard sentry, confronted unexpectedly with a group of Russian physicists speak- 
ng broken English, would have behaved with equal intelligence and respect. 









Secretary Quartes. Dr. Dyson of course has more immediate and 
direct information than I have from his visit there, but everything 
he says confirms exactly the best information I have on the subject, 
namely, that their progress has been remarkable, but one should not 
jump from that to the conclusion that they have already pulled abreast 
of this country in these technological fields, because generally speak- 
ing and perhaps with some limited areas as exceptions, our best in- 
formation is that they have not done so. 

Senator Durr. That is all I wanted to ask at the moment, Mr. 
Chairman. 




















SOVIETS EDUCATING MORE ENGINEERS THAN 





THE UNITED STATES 












Senator Symrneron. Mr. Secretary, following the thoughts of Sena- 
tor Duff, we hi ave had some figures given to us by the Central Intelli- 
gense Agency, for 1951 through 1955. “Engineering” and “Physical 
Science and Math” are the two headings. The figures are rather in- 
teresting. I now read them into the record. 
The Communists graduated in 1951, 41,000 people in the two groups; 
we gradu: ated 64,000. 
In 1952, the Communists graduated 44,000; we graduated 47,000. 
In 1953, the Communists graduated 55.000: we graduated 39,000. 
In 1954, the Communists graduated 69,000; we dropped to 37,000. 
In 1955, the Communists graduated 79,000; we dropped again to 
26.000. 
The footnote is— 










These figures are approximations derived by superficial statistical procedures. 
They are considered to be sufficiently accurate to reflect correctly the magnitudes 
and trends involved. 

The figures on the USSR show a steady increase in the number of gradua- 
tions, most rapid in the field of engineering * * *; the United States figures 
show a steady decline, most rapid in the field of engineering. Current projec- 


tions forecast an upswing in US graduations in the near future and a continua- 
tion of the Soviet rate. 













Mr. Secretary, the Central Intelligence Agency reports to the Na- 
tional Security Council, is that right ? ? 


Secretary Quartes. It does report to them and to others; yes, sir. 

Senator Symineton. What others? 

Secretary Quartes. Well, its reports go to—does perhaps the chair- 
man mean the reports to them or the reports go to them ? 
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Senator SyminetTon. No; it reports to the National Security Coun- 
cil, does it not ? 

Secretary Quartes. Yes, sir; in that technical sense, yes. 

Senator Symineron. Not in a technical sense. I think that is the 
law. 

Secretary Quarues. Right, sir. 

Senator Symrnoron. Now the National Sec urity Council is the high- 
est advisory body, on matters of this nature, to the President of the 
United States; is it not? 

Secretary Quarues. Yes. 


INQUIRY AS TO HANDICAPS AND DELAYS DUE TO INSUFFICIENCY OF FUNDS 
IN FISCAL YEAR 1956 


Senator Symincton. Mr. Secretary, on March 5, 1956, I wrote ask- 
ing you to inform the Subcommittee on the Air Force what functions 
or activities have been handicapped or in any respect delayed by in- 
sufficiency of funds during the fiscal year 1956. 

My letter then went on to specify particularly maintenance and op- 
erations, research and development, bases and related construction, 
personnel, and procurement. 

The letter asked for the dollar amounts involved in each case. and 
then asked the reasons for the possible shortage in each case, and 
with the committee’s approval I would request that my letter of March 
5 to Secretary Quarles be made a part of the record at this point. 

The letter referred to is as follows:) 
UNITED STATES SENATE, 


Varch 5, 1956. 
Hon. DONALD QUARLES. 


Secretary of the Air Force, 
The Pentagon, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR Mr. SecRETARY: Could you inform the Air Force Subcommittee what 
performance functions or what activations have been handicapped, or in any 
respect delayed, by insufficiency of funds during the current fiscal year 1956. 

Without limiting the coverage of the above request, we are particularly in- 
terested in such possible fund shortage as may exist in maintenance and opera- 
tions, research and development, base and related construction, personnel, and 
procurement. We would appreciate your being as specific as possible with re- 
spect to the minimum dollar amounts possibly involved. 

In each instance of possible shortage you report, could you indicate the reason 
for the condition; i. e., was it failure of the Air Force to request necessary funds, 
development of unanticipated expenditures, failure of the Congress to make avail- 
able sufficient portion of funds requested, or withholding of funds for policy 
reasons; and if so, whose policy. 

In case only part of the requested information is available could we have that 
now—with the remainder transmitted as soon as available. 

Thanking you, I am, 

Sincerely, 
STUART SYMINGTON, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on the Air Force. 

Senator Sauronsraty. I assume the Secretary read the letter? 

Secretary Quares. Yes, indeed, sir. I received the letter and 
answered it. 

Senator Symineron. The Secretary did receive the letter because he 
replied on April 13, 1956, in considerable detail. If there are no ob- 
jections, I would like his reply made a part of the record at this point. 
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(The letter referred to is as follows:) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FOROEK, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, April 13, 1956. 
Hon. Stuart SYMINGTON, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on the Air Force, 
Committee on Armed Services, United States Senate. 


Dear MR. CHAIRMAN: I have carefully considered your March 5 letter, request- 
ing information about Air Force performance functions or activations that may 
have been handicapped or delayed by an insufficiency of funds during fiscal 
year 1956 

As I am sure you appreciate, the question of sufficiency of funds and how best 
to use our available resources is one which I consider continually in reviewing the 
progress of Air Force programs and always with a deep sense of responsibility 
for the development of the Air Force as a vital part of the Nation’s defense. 
None of our activities assumes that money can be spent without a most careful 
review that weighs the cost as against the need, the relative priority, and the 
degree to which the proposed action will strengthen the Nation’s defense. There 
fore, to answer your inquiry about insufficiency of funds, we must have reference 
to an Air Force goal and to standards properly applicable to Air Force operations 
and programs. 

There is no doubt concerning the Air Force’s immediate goal—the achievement 
of 137 combat and troop carrier wings by the end of fiscal year 1957. As for 
standards appropriate to judging our performance, these must be closely related 
to the rates of growth and modernization called for in this 137-wing program. 

On these premises, I am glad to state that the activation of new wings and the 
production of related aircraft and equipment have not been delayed during the 
current year by an insufficiency of funds. 

I can also say that the development of the DEW line and SAGE system and 
the missiles programs has not suffered delay due to insufficiency of funds during 
the current year. Moreover, I am convinced that substantial acceleration would 
not have been accomplished in these projects in fiscal year 1956 even if addi- 
tional funds had been available. 

On the basis of doing everything that one could do to build a stronger Air Force, 
from replacing inadequate barracks to undertaking more research projects, it 
is likely that there will never be a time when additional funds could not be used. 
This, I think, is generally the case of every great enterprise. But as a practical 
matter we cannot do everything. It is imperative that we select definite pro- 
gram objectives, and this compels the establishment of relative priorities. In the 
Air Force we do establish such priorities. We have maintained the planned rate 
of progress in our overall 137-wing program by concentrating our efforts on 
higher priority activities. 

While we are, therefore, working continually to keep all elements of our mili- 
tary program in balance, striving at the same time to improve the efficiency and 
effectiveness of all performance functions and activations, I do not mean to imply 
that additional funds could not be advantageously used. As things have de- 
veloped during the year, and as I shall indicate in this letter, this is particularly 
true in our maintenance and operations, military construction and research and 
development accounts. 

Certain broad problems confronting the Air Force today are not literally and 
directly related to funding but nevertheless have an important bearing on our 
overall capability. Perhaps our most serious problem today is the retention of 
qualified technical enlisted personnel, especially those skilled in the maintenance 
of advanced engines and the operation and maintenance of electronic equipment. 
There is no single solution to this problem. It requires continuing emphasis 
on those things that will make an Air Force career substantially more attractive 
to the skilled airman. Various actions of the Congress in the last 2 years have 
enabled the Air Force to make considerable progress along these lines, but more 
must be done, some of which is now pending before the Congress. This problem, 
as I mentioned, is broader than the question of insufficiency of funds. 

With the foregoing observations in mind, let me now refer by principal ap- 
propriation accounts to the Air Force funding situation in the present fiscal year. 


AIRCRAFT AND RELATED PROCUREMENT APPROPRIATION 


The aircraft with which to equip initially the 137-wing Air Force were pro- 
vided for with funds appropriated by the Congress for fiscal year 1955 and prior 
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year programs. Deliveries of the aircraft from these programs are providing 
modern aircraft with which new units are being equipped on schedule toward 
the orderly buildup to the 137-wing force by June 30, 1957. ’ 

The fiscal year 1956 aircraft and missile program is planned to continue the 
modernization of the 137-wing Air Force with the latest type weapons system with- 
in the present “state of the art.” Our emphasis is on higher performance bombers 
and fighters and on the continued development and production of guided missiles, 
especially ballistics missiles, to provide added strength. 4 evi be 

In fiscal year 1956, the Congress, at our request, provided additional funds to 
accelerate the production of B-52 aircraft. In addition, with available funds we 
have significantly accelerated the production of the KC—135 jet tanker and the 
F-104 supersonic fighter. We have also substantially increased the deliveries of 
F-100 supersonic fighters. aa 

In the field of guided missiles, we have significantly accelerated the ballistic 
missile program, both the ICBM and the IRBM; the Navaho strategic missile 
program, and the Bomare and Talos air-defense missile programs. We have also 
initiated a decoy and an air-to-air bomber defense missile program. 

In addition to the acceleration of the aircraft and guided-missile procure- 
ment program, we have increased the combat capability of aircraft now in service 
by modernization programs designed to strengthen and increase the first line 
life of the B47 and RB-47 bomber aircraft, KC—97 tankers, F-&84, F-86 and 
F-89 aircraft. 

These changes and improvements in our original program as submitted in the 
fiscal year 1956 budget have been accomplished by recoupment from prior year 
programs, due to repricing, program changes, and cancellation of contracts on 
items no longer required. Largely as a result of these actions which effectively 
added $711 million to the original fiscal year 1956 program, our aircraft pro- 


curement program has not been handicapped by a lack of funds in the current 
fiscal year. 


MAJOR PROCUREMENT OTHER THAN AIRCRAFT APPROPRIATION 


In this appropriation, also, the current fiscal year 1956 program exceeds the 
original submissions. Through repricings, program changes and cancellation of 
obsolete requirements, we have fully financed both fiscal year 1956 and prior 
years programs. The electronics program, which includes the various electronic 
elements of essential air-defense systems, has been increased by approximately 
one-third. We are meeting the increasing demands for greater capability in the 
receipt and hgndling of early warning radar data and in the control of our 
fighter interceptor forces by emphasis on the SAGE system, together with related 
radar improvement and other defense communications systems. The DEW line 
financing for additional equipment and engineering requirements has been in- 
creased substantially. The system for air-defense communications in Alaska, 
based upon detailed siting and operational surveys, has also been increased some- 
what through additional funding for improved and more reliable techniques for 
primary network communications. 

In the area of direct aircraft support equipment (ground-handling and servic- 
ing) we have stepped up the concurrent procurement of jet aircraft engine 
starters with various aircraft towing and servicing units. The step-up in this 
extremely important area enables us to keep the provisioning of ground-support 
equipment alined with the new and accelerated aircraft programs. 


MILITARY CONSTRUCTION APPROPRIATION 


In military construction we have at the present time approximately $325 mil- 
lion of authorizations which are engineered and ready for contract action. These 
cover a large number of projects, including operational facilities, hospitals, dis- 


pensaries, dental clinics, and personnel facilities. It now appears that most. if 
not all, of these contracts could have been placed in fiscal year 1956 if funds had 
been available. 

This unavailability of funds is due to a number of causes. Until fiscal year 
1955, the Air Force experienced great difficulty in placing the military constru: 
tion program under contract due to its large size and also to changes in base 
utilization programing and resultant construction program changes. 

An additional factor was the post-Korean adjustment of the Air Force construc 
tion program, Following the outbreak of war in Korea, hundreds of millions 
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of construction funds were appropriated to the Air Force without detailed project 
review and justification. In the spring of 1953, a detailed governmentwide re- 
view of construction projects was conducted to establish their essentiality. This 
action, followed by the project-by-project release of funds, contributed to a neces- 
sary and unavoidable slowing down in the award of approved contracts in the 
latter part of fiscal year 1953 and in fiscal year 1954. Large unobligated balances 
were carried forward each year, and both review authorities and the Congress 
questioned the ability of the Air Force to put substantial additional funds under 
contract. For these reasons the Congress appropriated only $240 million for 
fiscal year 1954 and only $630 million for fiscal year 1955. At the time of prepa- 
ration of the fiscal year 1956 budget, improved contracting experience indicated 
a contracting capability during fiscal year 1955 of approximately $1,200 million. 
For fiscal year 1956, therefore, the Air Force presented a construction program 
of approximately $1,450 million and requested an appropriation of $1,200 million 
to finance this program. The Congress appropriated $994 million. 

Actually, due to careful advance planning and revised procedures, the Air 
Force made major progress in its construction program in fiscal year 1955, plac- 
ing under contract nearly $1,400 million in new construction. This left only 
$270 million carryover of unobligated funds available for contract award in fiscal 
vear 1956, and this amount was already programmed for particular projects. On 
the basis of our current contracting capability and the authorized projects ready 
for contract, together with the need for financing unanticipated requirements for 
DEW line, ICBM and certain other high priority programs, it is now clear that 
some part of the construction program could have been speeded up if more money 
had been available for contracting in fiscal year 1956. 

In summary, the Air Force has funded, on a priority basis, the items required 
to provide minimum operational facilities for the 137-wing force. At a number 

f bases, however, it has been necessary to defer temporarily certain support- 
type facilities as hangars and shops, communications and training buildings, 
al facilities and provisions for personnel facilities. Also there will still be 

is housing problems at bases in the United States and overseas. 


MAINTENANCE AND OPERATIONS APPROPRIATIONS 


The “maintenance and operations” appropriation is another area in which esti- 
mates of fund requirements have been reduced in the past by review authorities 
and the Congress, on the basis of past performance, without immediate effect upon 
Air Force program accomplishment. Prior to fiscal year 1955, due to construction 
delays and slippages in procurement and production programs, particularly for 
communications and electronics gear, it usually was possible to provide for un- 
anticipated costs by reprograming actions within the reduced fund availabilities. 
In fiscal year 1955, however, the procurement and construction programs pro- 
ceeded much more satisfactorily. High performance aircraft and complicated 
electronics gear began to be delivered on schedule. Activations were accom- 
plished as programed and slippages in all procurements were reduced materially. 
These developments contributed to an extremely tight funding situation in the 
last quarter of fiscal year 1955 and necessitated deferral of some real property 
maintenance and some procurements into fiscal year 1956. 

The Air Force's fiscal year 1956 maintenance and operations estimate was re- 
dueed by approximately $450 million during the reviews by the Department of 
Defense, Bureau of the Budget, and the Congress. The Air Force generally con- 
curred in this reduction because of— 

(a) Continued availability of deutschemark credits from the Federal Re- 
public of Germany and the Berlin magistrate. 

(b) A programed reduction in flying hours. 

(c) A reevaluation of military airlift capability. 

(d) Reductions made in Air Force stock fund prices of aviation fuel and 
oil. 

(e) Reduction in quantitative requirements for certain items resulting 
from recomputations based on more current experience data. 

(7) Receipt of firm price quotations on certain planned procurements, 
lower than originally estimated costs ; and importantly, 

(g) Our historical pattern of program slippages. 

Of course, the pattern of review of this appropriation has been always to 
eliminate funds for soft or questionable requirements, with no provision for 
possible increased requirements or contingencies. During fiscal year 1956, as 
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usual over the years, “add on” requirements developed after enactment of the 
appropriation. A few examples of these requirements are: 

(a) Classified civilian employee pay increases, $35,750,000. 

(b) Financing of homefront civilian employees, which had not been 
budgeted for, $50,000,000. 

(c) Financing of some requirements on a consumption basis rather than 
on a net procurement basis upon which budget requirements had been 
computed, $25,000,000, 

(d@) Increased travel costs due to legislation increasing allowances and 
to revisions of DOD joint travel regulations, $18,000,000. 

(e) Increased costs associated with the distant early warning line, 
$16,200,000. 

These “add on” requirements, together with the full impact in fiscal year 1956 
of increased construction and materiel deliveries largely explain the tight finan- 
cial situation in the “maintenance and operation” appropriation during this year. 

During fiscal year 1956 we are accomplishing repair and overhaul of first-line 

aireraft and equipment on schedule. It has been necessary, however, to defer 
ower priority programs which do not have an immediate effect on activations 
or combat capability such as procurement of some aircraft spares, depot over- 
aul of certain low-priority aircraft, local purchase of supplies and equipment 
and maintenance, repair and modifications of real property. Some of these defer- 
rals will necessarily be picked up in the fiscal year 1957 appropriation. On the 
basis of our experience in the last quarter of fiscal year 1955 and in fiscal year 
1956, we have requested a material increase in the level of maintenance and 
yperations funds for fiscal year 1957. 


MILITARY PERSONNEL APPROPRIATION 


Currently, the fund availability in the “Military personnel” appropriation ap- 
ars adequate to cover the program for fiscal year 1956. Originally, we had 

nned to finance the civilian-for-military substitution, or home front program, 

transfer from the “Military personnel” appropriation. However, the very desir- 
ble improvements in the reenlistment rates, together with the increased costs 
mposed by the Career Incentive Act of 1955, necessitated the financing of this 
rogram out of the “Maintenance and operations” appropriation. With this 
hange, it appears, at this time, that we will be able to fund the current military 
ersonnel program, although there is no margin for contingencies. 


RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT APPROPRIATION 


In the research and development area we find the most difficult field for the 
exercise of judgment in the determination of requirements for funds. Here we 
do not have the rather precise factors of numbers of men or machines, or prices 
per unit, which characterize the other appropriations. Instead, we are con- 
fronted with an extraordinary variety of study, research, and development 
projects, which have a tendency to multiply and spread in every field, as imagina- 
tive individuals seek to meet rapidly advancing military requirements. It is, 
of course, of greatest importance to take full advantage of all technological prog- 

ess in the military field, yet, research and development projects must be care- 
ully screened in order to get the best use of the Nation’s available resources in 
this area. This calls for a high degree of selective judgment and for financial 
controls to assure selection on the basis of priority of need. 

For the past 3 years, it has been Department of Defense policy to maintain the 
research and development program as a whole at a steady level, while improv- 

ng the objectivity and selectivity of the program. The Air Force program during 

this period has been approximately $4381 million, exclusive of maintenance and 
operations type support which in fiscal year 1956 amounted to $139 million in our 
‘Research and development” appropriation. 

A major portion of our development effort is carried out in the “product im- 
provement” phases of our procurement and production programs. This, of course, 
has relieved considerably the pressure on the “Research and development” ap- 
propriation. It has not, however, provided a total solution to the problems in 
this area. 

During the past 2 years high priority has been assigned to such very promis- 
ing projects as nuclear-powered aircraft, chemically powered aircraft, ballistic 
missiles, ballistic missile countermeasures, and air defense. To cover certain 
additional requirements during fiscal year 1956, the Office of the Secretary of 
Defense authorized the transfer of $19.5 million from other appropriations. The 
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necessity of funding these more recent higher priority projects has nevertheless 
resulted in the slowing down and in some cases the deferment or termination of 
various lower priority projects. 

I believe that our research and development program could profitably have 
used during the current year more funds than have been available in our re- 
search and devélopment account. A careful review of our funding requirements 
is being made at the present time, giving consideration to the appropriatness 
and availability of procurement funds to support development by procuring prod- 
ucts for development and test purposes. 


RESERVE PERSONNEL APPROPRIATION 


The “Reserve personnel” appropriation appears adequate to fund the program 
for fiscal year 1956. Early in the fiscal year when it appeared that there would 
be a deficiency of approximately $2 million in this appropriation, the Air Force 
temporarily limited active-duty training tours in the specialist training program. 
These limitations have since been withdrawn, and it now appears that the Re- 
serve program will be adequately financed. 

The Reserve personnel and training programs are progressing satisfactorily 
within present capability of performance. The principal obstacle in the way 
of full implementation of the Reserve program is found not in this appropria- 
tion area but in military construction where it has been necessary to defer 
Reserve training center and flying training center construction in favor of higher 
priority projects. This has limited us in our efforts to provide for Reserve 
training with advanced aircraft and equipment in proper phasing with other 
training and with availabilty of personnel. 


AIR NATIONAL GUARD APPROPRIATION 


The Air National Guard modernization program is proceeding somewhat faster 
than originally planned, and some reprograming actions have taken place to ac- 
commodate a faster rate of delivery of high-performance aircraft. The entire 
program is now being funded. No difficulties are anticipated due to fund 
shortages during this fiscal year. 

In the foregoing I have tried, in response to your request, to summarize ac- 
curately the status of Air Force programs in relation to the sufficiency of funds 
in the several appropriation accounts for fiscal year 1956. Since sufficiency of 
funds is necessarily a relative matter, I have tried to make clear the objectives 
and standards against which such sufficiency is measured. 

Sincerely yours, 


DONALD A. QUARLES. 


Mr. Hamixton. Let the record show that neither document is classi- 
fied. 

Senator Symineton. Mr. Secretary, your reply does not agree in 
certain respects with sworn testimony the subcommittee has already 
received. 

Consequently for clarification I would like to ask a few questions 
against this correspondence you and I have had. Have you the letter 
there? 


Secretary Quartes. I am quite familiar with it, Mr. Chairman. 


MORE FUNDS IN FISCAL YEAR 1956 WOULD NOT HAVE SPEEDED ACTIVATION 
OF WINGS 


Senator Symrneton. You wrote: 


* * * the activation of new wings and the production of related aircraft 
and equipment have not been delayed during the current year by any insufficiency 
of funds. 

My question, sir, is, does that mean that you have suffcient money 
to have substantially increased the production of B-52s, or KC-135s 
had you desired to do so? 

Secretary Quarries. We could have found the funds in fiscal 1956 
by reprograming for such acceleration, Mr. Chairman. 
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We did not go beyond the acceleration to 17 a month which I assume 
you do not refer to, but to further acceleration. 

We did not consider doing so and did not and do not consider that 
such acceleration came within the context of the sentence that you 
just read, sir. 

Senator Symineron. Thank you. 

Does that reply, that part of the reply, mean that more money for 
personnel, and for bases, would nevertheless not have speeded up the 
activation of new wings? 

Secretary Quarues. I would say that the answer to that is yes, except 
[ must qualify it this way: that had we had throughout the prior years 
such a program for personnel as to make it possible to retain skilled 
personnel in the Air Force in much greater degree, that would have 
speeded up our absorption of the new equipment, but it would not have 
changed the activation of new wings, in the sense of this letter. 

Senator Symineton. And does that part of the reply mean that more 
money for maintenance and operations would not have improved the 
combat readiness of new and existing wings? 


WERE HANDICAPPED BY SHORTAGE OF MAINTENANCE FUNDS 


Secretary Quarues. As the letter I believe will show, Mr. Chairman, 
under maintenance and operations we admitted or set forth that our 
iaintenance and operations funds in fiscal year 1956 were for quite 
special reasons short, and that some of our operations were handi- 
apped in that year by a shortage of maintenance and operations 
funds. 

Senator Symrneton. What do you mean by special reasons ? 

Secretary Quartes. The special reasons had to do with the history 
of that appropriation and the fact that we actually received as an 
appropriation about $450 million less than’ we requested for fiscal 
1956 in that account. 

Senator Symrneron. As I understand it, the Air Staff recommended 
ae over $20 billion to General Twining and he cut that to 

‘ound $19.3; is that right? 


M. AND 0. FUNDS CUT FROM FISCAL YEAR 1957 REQUEST 


Secretary Quaries. You are speaking of fiscal 1957 I believe, Mr. 
Chairman, and I was speaking of fiscal 1956. 

Senator Symineron. That isright. 1 was speaking of 1957. 

Secretary Quares. It is substantially correct then. 

Senator Symineron. Were there any maintenance and operations 
funds included in the cut from some $20.4 billion to $19.3 for the next 
year ¢ 

Secretary Quar.es. I can’t answer that question in respect to that 
step. I can answer in respect to the final budget presented by the 
President. There was eliminated from our maintenance and opera- 
tions request the 

Senator Symineton. Let me move with you. 

Please furnish for the record whether there was any maintenance 
and operations cut out ¢ 

Secretary Quarues. I will be glad to; yes, sir. 
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Senator Symrneron. It was of course first submitted to your office. 
You then cut out some $511 million as I remember it. 

Was any of that maintenance and operations, what your office cut 
out ? 

Secretary Quar.es. I will have to supply that for the record, sir. 

(The information requested is as follows :) 


The Air Staff recommendations to the Budget Advisory Committee for all Air 
Force appropriations for fiscal year 1957 totaled $20,480.8 million. The total 
amount recommended by the Budget Advisory Committee was $19.392.1 million 
This was the amount recommended by the Chief of Staff to the Secretary of the 
Air Force. The amount approved by the Secretary of the Air Force was $18,881.1 
million. 

Of the $1,088.7 million reduction recommended by the Budget Advisory Com- 
mittee (from Air Staff recommendations of $20,480.8 million to $19,392.1 mil- 
lion), $355.7 million was in the appropriation “Operation and maintenance.” 

The $511 million reduction, which represented the difference between the 
$19,392.1 recommended by the Chief of Staff and the $18,881.1 approved by the 
Secretary, involved no change in the “Operation and maintenance” appropria 
tion. The entire amount of this change was in the “Aircraft and related procure 
ment” appropriation. 

Senator Symrnetron. Then the Air Force budget went to the office 
of the Secretary of Defense, and was cut further, from $18.6 billion 
to around $16.: 5 bi llion. 

Was any of that maintenance and oper ation ? 

Secretary Quakes. There was, yes, sir. 

There was something of the order of $400 million that was reduced, 
leaving the maintenance and operations account some $600 million 
greater than it was in the fiscal 1956 period that we had been talking 
about. 

Senator Symineton. Thank you, Mr. Secretary. 

Your letter went on to say: 

I do not mean to imply that additional funds could not be advantag 
. This is particularly true in our maintenance and operations, 
military construction and research and development accounts. 


ously used 


My next question, are these major activities unrelated to the activa- 
tion of wings? 

Secretary Quarters. They are certainly not unrelated to the acti 
tion of wings, no, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator SyMrncton. Would you give the committee the benefit of 
your views as to why you did not get sufficient money for maintenance 
and operations ¢ 

Secretary Quaries. I would be glad to do so. 

We are speaking now of fiseal year 1956. 

Senator SyMincTon. 1956, that is right, sir. 

Secretary Quarters. And as I mentioned earlier, our requested ap- 
propriation for 1956 was cut about $450 million if I remember the 
number correc tly, and those cuts were successively by review authori- 
ties above the Air Force and then in considerable degree by the 
Congress. 

These cuts affected a large number of detailed items, but they left the 

Air Force maintenance and operations budget at a level which,:as 
ircumstances developed during the year, was not an adequate level 
for all of the functions that that budget category supports. 
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Senator Symineton. Would you give the committee the benefit of 
your views as to why you did not get sufficient money for military con- 
struction ? 

Secretary QuarRLEs. Again speaking for the year 1956 

Senator Symincron. That is the year we are talking about. 

Secretary Quartes. We again requested larger amounts than were 
finally appropriated, and in that case again both review authorities 
and the Congress made successive cuts. 

The philosophy discussed at the time of the cuts was that the history 
of Air Force use of construction funds in the prior years was such that 
we could not be expected to use the total funds requested. 

So the appropriation actually made to us as I remember the figure 
was about $205.7 million—I would like the privilege of correcting that 
in the record but it was about $205.7 million—less than our yoquent, 
and our actual experience during 1956 was that we could in fac 
proc ‘eed with and use these funds. 

Senator Symineron. Would you give the committee the benefit of 
your views as to why you did not get sufficient money for research and 
deve lopment ? 





INSUFFICIENT FUNDS IN RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT, IN FISCAL YEAR 
1956 


Secretary QuartEs. In the research and development account again 
there was a minor cut by the Congress in this case in our request for 
funds. 

This was an across the board cut, and in all to a minor degree af- 
fected the situation. 

Beyond that, our problem in research and development grew out of 
the very rapid buildup of our expenditures in the guided- missile field, 
including the ballistic-missile field, and we found in our research and 
development fund stringency in the year that we did not anticipate 
at the beginning of the year. 

Senator acho awe Mr. Secretary, in your last three answers you 
have mentioned the Congress. 

Is it your impression, or your conviction, whatever word you would 
like to use, that as a result of money cuts by the Congress your program 
has been hampered ? 

Secretary Quarties. In the research and devleopment the cut was 
of such a minor nature that I think one should not say that. 

In the maintenance and operations account I don't criticize the Con 
gress’ action because it was taken for what then appeared to be good 
reason, but in that account it is a fact that-——— 

Senator Symrneron. I didnot bring up the Congress. You brought 
it up. 

Secretary Quartes. Yes, sir, and if I may have the privilege of ex- 
plaining, it is a fact as the year unfolded that we did not have under 
the appropriation the funds needed in that category. 

A similar thing can be said for the construction account, again be- 
cause the situation during the year developed differently than it-ap- 
peared when the budget was passed. 
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QUESTION OF WHETHER CONGRESS WAS ASKED FOR MORE WHEN SHORTAGES 
DISCOVERED 


Senator Symincron. When you found out that was true, did you 
sk the Congress, in a poo penpR. for the money / 

Secretary Quar.es. I did not ask the Congress for supplementals. 
Senator Symrneron. Mr. Counsel, my time is up. 

We have 5 more minutes. 

Do you have any questions at this time? 

Senator Saltonstall ? 

Senator SatronsTatu. No further questions. 

Senator Symineron. Senator Ervin ? 

Senator Duff ¢ 

Senator Syminerton. I will proceed then. 


\IR FORCE PROGRAM HAMPERED SOME BY SHORTAGE OF FUNDS IN FISCAL 
YEAR 


Would you give the committee the benefit of your knowledge as to 
how our defense was handled because of insufficient money for these 
items. 

Secrtary QuarLes. Our program in the year that we are now oper- 
ating in was certainly delayed and hampered in respect to such items 
as maintenance and operation of our bases. 

However, I believe that it is fair to say that by observing priority, it 
was possible to minimize the effect of this on the operating efficiency of 
the Air Force. 

Senator Symineton. By observing what was that, sir ? 

Secretary Quartes. Observing priorities, the or der of priority of de- 
mands for the funds. 

Senator Symineron. On that question of priority, you have three 
major items, personnel, planes, and bases. Would that be a fair state- 
ment? 

Secretary Quarves. Those are the three high priority items. 

Senator Symineron. All essential to a good Air Force? 

Secretary Quaries. They are indeed, yes, sir. 


GENERAL VANDENBERG TESTIMONY 


Senator Symineron. The late General Vandenberg testified several 
times—in 1953 and again in 1954—that if the personnel was cut fur- 
ther, to that extent, it would be impossible to operate the planes 
planned. 


[ place his testimony in the record at this point. 


(Senate Appropriations Subcommittee hearings, Department of Defense ap- 
propriations, fiscal year 1954, p. 283.) 

Senator SALTONSTALL. To put my question more specifically. Why would it 
be necessary to store combat planes if you are cutting down on your program? 

General VANDENBERG. We are not cutting down on the airplanes. We are 
eutting down on the people and the bases. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. That is a question I want to come to. In other words, 
your answer is that buying more combat planes than we will have people or 
bases to man them is due to the cut in personnel. 

General VANDENBERG. And bases; yes, sir. 

. * * * * . a: 
Subcommittee of the House Appropriations Committee, Department of the 
Air Force appropriations for 1954, p. 967 :) 


ante 
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Congressman Hruska, General, what is your understanding of the magni- 
ude with which the production of planes will be adversely affected by reason 
f the present budget request as compared with the previous budget request so 
far as the combat planes are concerned and particularly that aspect about 
which you are talking with reference to the retaliatory blow? 

General VANDENPERG. Yes, sir; there was a very great misconception I think 
as to whether or not production capacity or actual production of aircraft has 
anything to do with the defense of the United States. Of course, it is a small 
factor in that if we did not have any, then we surely would be under the gung 
but you could have 1,000 beautiful airplanes all lined up, gassed, armed, and 
equipped and if you have no place to put them, no base, no crews, and no com- 
mand organization for them, I would just consider it a waste of the taxpayers’ 
money. 

It takes 14% to 2 years to get the 3 together if you start with just 1 element 
in the first place. My worry is not the production program, because I believe 
that Mr. Wilson has testified not very many of the airplanes for the 143-wing 
program have been curtailed in the budget; some have. But the combat air- 
planes in general mainly have been kept in; not those that I think should have 
been, but in general. 


I maintain that has nothing to do with the defense of the United States, be- 
cause it will be too late, sir. 


Congressman Hruska. What makes it too late? 

General VANDENBERG. It makes it too late, sir, because while we have the 
airplanes we will not be able to use them. We have neithe’ the bases nor the 
crews nor the training program to support them. 

Senator Symineron. Do you think it advisable to hold the planes 
back and the base structure back because you have not the people; 
or do you think it advisable to increase personnel in order to meet 
the planned additional planes and bases in your program { 


BELIEVES IN BUILDING UP THE SHORT RESOURCES 


Secretary Quarues. I think it is advisable, Mr. Chairman, to push 
ahead in all three categories and produce an adequate Air Force. 

Senator Symineron. In other words, if you are short in 1 of those 3 
components, it would be better to build the 1 in which you are short up 
to the other 2 than cut the other 2 down to the 1 in which you are 
short? 

Secretary Quar.es, I agree with that completely ; yes, sir. 

Senator Symrneron. Thank you. 

Gentlemen, if I start on the next series of questions it would embrace 
a new subject. I don’t think that would be fair to the Secretary or 
to the committee. Mr. Secretary, this afternoon we have a problem. 

We are going to vote on matters discussed here, and tomorrow the 
Secretary of the Navy is coming up. 

We are anxious to conclude the service Secretaries before Friday 
because Secretary Wilson will be with us on Friday. 

The chairman of the full committee, Senator Russell, has agreed that 
he will not have a hearing on Thursday morning if Thursday would 
be convenient for your return. 

Secretary Quarues. I will make myself available, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Symineron. Thank you very much. 

Then we will meet Thursday morning at 10 o’clock. 

(Whereupon, at 12:40 p. m., the committee was adjourned, to re- 
convene at 10 o’clock Wednesday, June 27, 1956. ) 
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THURSDAY, JUNE 28, 1956 


Unrrep Srates SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON THE Arr Force, 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee (consisting of Senators Symington, Jackson, Er- 
vin, Saltonstall, and Duff) met, pursuant to adjournment, at 10:10 
a. m., in room 212, Senate Office Building, Senator Stuart Symington 
(chairman of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Senators Symington, Jackson, Ervin, and Duff. 

Also present: Fowler Hamilton, general counsel; Ramsay D. Potts, 
Jr., associate general counsel; Fred B. Rhodes, legal consultant to 
Senator Saltonstall; Edward C. Welsh, assistant to Senator Syming- 
ton; and Wallace L. Engle, staff member. 

Senator Symrneron. This meeting of the Subcommittee on the Air 
Force of the Senate Armed Services Committee will now come to order. 

Mr. Secretary, do you plan to have anybody else testify besides 
yourself ? 

Secretary Quarters. I do not plan to, Mr. Chairman, so I would sug- 
gest that we proceed on the assumption there will not be others testi- 
fying. 

Senator Symrneton. Will you consider yourself sworn ? 

Secretary Quarues. I do; yes. 

Senator Symrncton. Mr. Counsel, will you proceed ? 

Mr. Haminron. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 


TESTIMONY OF HON. DONALD A. QUARLES, SECRETARY OF THE 
AIR FORCE—Resumed 


Mr. Hamiuron. Mr. Secretary, I would like to direct your atten- 
tion to a passage on page 3 of the mimeographed form of your pre- 
pared statement, or referring to the transcript, which I see you have 
before you, on page 591, the second complete paragraph on that page, 
and I refer in particular to the first sentence, which reads: 

It is very important to realize that today and in 1959 with our B—47 included 
in the comparison, the United States Air Force will have in operational units a 
larger strategic striking force than any other country. 

Do you have that sentence before you ? 

Secretary Quartes. I do have that, Mr. Counsel. 

Mr. Hamirron. Against that sentence, I should like to refresh your 
recollection with respect to the testimony that General LeMay gave 
the committee approximately 2 months ago. The substance of this— 
and if I misstate it, we can refer to the record—was that the striking 
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power of the Russian long-range air force, under the plans and pro- 
grams that General LeMay then had in mind, would, in his opinion, 
be stronger than the str iking force of our Strategic Air Command in 
the period 1958-60, and I ask if you would care to comment as to the 
apparent difference between his statement and yours. 

Secretary Quarues. I would like to comment on that, Mr. Counsel 
and gentlemen. 


USES DIFFERENT ASSUMPTIONS FROM THOSE USED BY GENERAL LE MAY 











I believe that General LeMay’s statement was in a quite specific 
context. I think he made it clear in his testimony that he was basing 
it on the plans as he understood them to have been approved at the 
time he was testifying. 
Now, actually this involves such assumptions as that the B-52 
pevens tion would be at the 17-a-month rate. It involved the assump- 
tion that the procurement that had been approved would be the only 
procurement of B—52’s, and it involved the assumption that we would 
not introduce further plans for modernization of the force during the 
period in question. 
I think these are quite substantial assumptions, and they are not the 
assumptions on which my own statement was based, nor the assump- 


tions on which General Twining based a somewhat comparable state- 
ment. 

My own assumptions are, of course, that we will procure the B-52’s 
at 20 a month, that we will consider in connection with 1958 and sub- 
sequent programs the subsequent budget, the possibility of introducing 
either more B-52’s or procuring B-58's, or modernizing B-47’s, all 
of which actions, or any of which actions would be in line with our 
normal plans of modernizing and improving the Air Force in sub- 
sequent years, none of which, however, are decisions ‘for the particular 
fiscal year in question as of 1957. 

Mr. Hamivron. Now in that regard, would you say that the assump- 
tions which you and General Twining would make, with respect to the 
number of B-52’s in SAC during the period 1958-60, would be different 
from the assumptions that General LeMay might quite properly have 
made at the time he testified, in the sense that you would assume either 
a substantially larger number of B—52’s than he would assume, or there 
would be a substantially larger number of some successor aircraft, or 
there would be an improvement upon the B-52 ? 
Secretary Quartes. Or the B-47; that’s right; yes. 

































NO DECISION TWINING’S RECOMMENDATION 


3-52 WINGS TO 17 





ON GENERAL 





TO INCREASE 





Mr. Hamitron. In connection with the statement you have just 
made, that you thought General Twining, in general, agreed with your 
conclusions, are you aware of the fact that when General Twining 
testified before the committee, he spoke of the possibility of having 17 
wings of heavy bombers, either B-52’s, or some other improved bomb- 
ers, in SAC by the 1958-60 period, instead of the 11 wings that General 
LeMay talked about ? 

Secretary Quartes. I am aware of that, yes, sir; and realize that we 
could, without change in the 1957 program, continue the production of 



















STUDY OF AIRPOWER 1579 


B-52’s at the rate we are now planning, and build up toa 1 
by about 1960, which I think was the period that 
mentioned. 

That decision has not been taken, but it is the decision that we have 
the latitude to take within the plans now before the committee and the 
Congress. 

Mr. Hamitron. General Twining has recommended it: has he not, 
sir? And I should say that this has been cleared for security. 

Secretary Quar.es. General Twining has recommended a continua 
tion of the production toward the 17-wing force. That, however, is a 
recommendation for consideration, and is being considered. 

Mr. Hamiiron. As I understand it, no decision has been made. 

Secretary Quartes. No decision has been made on it, nor is the de- 
cision required at this time. That would be a decision for the 1958 
budget to face. 

Mr. Hamivron. Unless it were planned to take action now that 
would result in increasing the monthly rate of B-52’s, is that correct ? 


1-v o force 
Gletanat Twinine 


20 B—-52’S PER MONTH IS PLANNED PEAK NOT PRESENT PRODUCTION 


Secretary Quartes. That’s correct. General Twining’s recommen- 
dation was on the assumption that we would not take such action, but 
would continue the production at the level presently estab lished of 20 
a month. By “established,” I mean established and planned. 

Mr. Hamiiron. That is the peak production pl: anned 2 

Secretary Quartes. That is the peak production. 

Mr. Hamrron. You don’t intend to convey the impression that that 
is the present production ? 

Secretary Quartes. I donot; that is correct. 


SEES NEED FOR “SUBSTANTIALLY INCREASED BUDGET” FOR FUTURE 


Mr. Hamiutron. With further reference to your testimony that you 
thought General Twining would agree with the conclusions in your 
statement, are you aware of the fact that when General Twi ining testi- 
fied in executive session of the committee, he said that a flash, or pre- 
liminary, estimate by him and members of his staff indicated that the 
Air Force would require for its fiscal 1958 budget something in the 
order of $23.6 billion, which is substantially more than the sixteen- 
billion-odd for 1957. 

Secretary Quartes. I am aware that he presented that figure as you 
say, as the flash estimate of the staff in attempting to price out a 1958 
program. 

Mr. Hamitton. Then would it not be reasonable to assume, when 
General Twining formulates his view with respect to the striking pow- 
er of SAC during the period of 1958-60, that he does so upon the 
assumption that considerably more funds will be available to the Air 
Force beginning with fiscal 1958 than had been available to it during 
the past 3 years, or in fiscal 1957. 

Secretary Quartes. I think that it is fair to assume that he was 
proceeding on the : assumption that considerably larger funds would be 
available. I think it would perhaps be too specific in going beyond the 
facts to assume that it would be such a particular amount of money, 
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becanse there are lots of fiscal adjustments as well as program adjust- 
ments involved in passing from such a budget, flash budget estimate, 
to a final budget estimate for the program in question, and I would 
also point out that what we do in procurement in fiscal year 1958 
would not have a major effect on our operating capability in the 1959 
period in question, so that while it is significant, I think it isn’t a 
major point in that power comparison a that time 

Mr. we ‘MILTON. What is your own judgment, Mr. Secretary, as to 
whether or not there is likely to be an increase in the need for funds 
for defense during the years 1958, 1959 and 1960 over and above the 
level of expenditures in 1956 or the budget in 1957. 

Secretary Quartes. My own best judgment is that there will need 
to be an increase in the Jevel, although I should make it clear that I 
am entitled only to speak for the Air Force component of that level. 

Mr. Hamiiron. I am perfectly prepared to restrict my question to 
your judgment as to the Air Force. 

Secretary Quartes. And in respect to the Air Force component, I 
foresee a need for a substantially increased budget support in these 
coming years. 

Just what level that needs to be will depend upon the adjustments 
that can be made among the services and within the Air Force with 
respect to new weaponry as compared with what I might call presently 
standard lines of weaponry. 

Mr. Hamiuron. Thank you very much. That concludes my ques- 
tions on the B-52 


R. AND D, POLICY FORMULATION IN 19538 


[ would like now to turn to the question of research and develop- 
ment. I hand you now a mimeographed document which is a copy 
of a memorandum signed, I believe, by you and dated December 9, 
1953. Do you recognize this, Mr. Quarles, as being a copy of the 
memorandum that was signed by you, sir ? 


Secretary Quaries. Iam sure ido. I haven’t examined it in detail, 
but I accept it as a true copy. 

Mr. Hamiurtton. If you would care to, you might look through it to 
refresh your recollection about it. 


Secretary Quaries. Thank you, Mr. Counsel. 
I have reviewed it, and I think it is correct. 
The memorandum is as follows:) 


ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, 
RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT, 
Washington, D. C., December 9, 1958. 
Memorandum for the members of the Research and Development Policy Couneil. 
Subject: Financial plans for the research and development program. 

lL. The fiscal year 1955 budget estimates which were submitted by the depart- 
ments to the Secretary of Defense contained requests for new obligational au- 
thority for direct research and development totaling approximately $1.3 billion. 
Discussions with the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Comptroller), representa- 
tives of the Bureau of the Budget, and members of the Research and Development 
Policy Council have indicated that such a total is incompatible with the overall 
objective of reducing Department of Defense expenditure levels and that a num- 
ber of actions should be initiated in the research and development area to insure 
conformance with that objective. 


» 


2. In order to assist you in your financial planning I will outline in this memo- 
dum the general principles to which we agreed at our meeing of December 


ee 
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7 and the distribution of funds among the departments which I will recommend 
to the Secretary of Defense. 

8. It will be our objective to reduce the Department of Defense direct research 
and development expenditures to a $1.2 billion level in fiscal year 1955. 

4. I will continue to review presently pending and future requests from the 
departments to increase the current schedules of obligations and will recom- 
mend release of the additional funds in all cases where I consider the request to 
be fully justified. However, these recommended releases will be made with the 
understanding that each department will reconsider its original plans for obliga- 
tion of this money and adjust them in consonance with the objective stated in 
paragraph 3. 

5. The total new obligational authority to be requested for fiscal 
direct research and development for the three departments, joint 
the emergency fund will be $1.2 billion. 

6. Based on the assumption that the fiscal year 1955 direct research and de- 
velopment appropriations will contain the same elements of cost which were 
included in fiscal year 1954, I am recommending the following distribution of the 
$1.2 billion new obligational authority for fiscal year 1955: 


year 1955 
agencies, and 


Mililons 
Army + ere, eee eee eee [a RD ee 22 \5 ) eres 
Navy-.- —e silinscnkinly le tues epee attic al a Rr EE a lacie enh 381. 195 
Air Force__- shea itil apeen et ea thease taliban tiie adbnsites a sndeileticwindiid 431. 317 
foint agencies ae ne Sok saa 28. 633 
Emergency fund - Sasi iebepeinise cna ; : : 35. 000 


Total aS Al LS Rec oe ee ee ke be ee _. 1, 200. 000 


It is understood that because of accounting changes between fiscal year 1954 
ind fiscal year 1955 certain items will shift to and from the direct research and 
levelopment category. Due to accounting changes of this type that have been 
dentified and agreed to by the ASD (Comptroller) to date the figures above 
should be changed to: Army, $327.855 million; Navy, $392.195 million; Air Force, 
$428.317 million; total $1,212.000 million. Further adjustments of this nature 
may be required. 

7. In order to reduce research and development expenditures which are now 
unning at a rate of about $1.5 billion per year to $1.2 billion in fiscal year 1955 
t will be necessary for each Department to take special administrative 

This should be done on a selective basis to insure that adequate provision is 
made for the most important programs and projects. I am recommending that 
each Department reduce its expenditures in fiscal year 1955 to the levels indi- 
ated in the previous paragraph. 


action. 


DoNALD A. QUARLES 

Mr. Hamitton. Now I wonder if you would describe for the record, 
Mr. Secretary, the circumstances that led up to the preparation of that 
inemorandum 

Secretary Quarues. I will be very glad to. I perhaps first should 
state briefly the nature of the Research and Development Policy 
Council. 

Mr. Hamiuton. Yes, I think that would be helpful. 

Secretary Quaries. That was the organization to whom this was 
directed, and with whom this whole matter had been discussed. 

The Research and Development Policy C pat il was created in fur- 
therance of Reorganization Plan No. 6, under which an Assistant Sec- 
retary of Defense for Research and Development was created and was 
assigned roughly the responsibilities of the old Research and Develop- 
ment Board. 

As one means of carrying out these responsibilities, the Secretary of 
Defense created, or approved the creation of a Research and Develop- 
ment Policy Council, of which the Assistant Secretary of Defense for 
Research and Development was the chairman. The corresponding 
civilian officers of the military departments were members. 
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They were not in all cases Assistant Secretaries of the departments, 
but they were the civilian officers holding that responsibility within 
the department, and the senior military man in each department in the 
research and development area, was a member. 

Mr. Hamiron. Such as General Putt at the present time? 

Secretary Quarters. Such as General Putt. 

Mr. Hamixron. In the case of the Air Force, and General Gavin 
in the case of the Army. 

Secretary Quartes. That is exactly right. 
































25 PERCENT OF 





R. AND D. APPROPRIATION WITHHELD IN 1953 





Now, at the time this Policy Council was formed, I would like to re- 
call the fact that the appropriation for research and development to 
the military departments had been partially frozen. Some 25 vercent 
of it had been withheld. 

Mr. Haminron. By whom, Mr. Secretary ¢ 

Secretary Quaries. By the Bureau of the Budget and the Depart- 
ment of Defense, pending a clarification of the research and develop- 
ment program. 

This grew out of the feeling in the administration that the program 
was not well-balanced and well-administered, and that there should 
be a searching review of it before the funds were released. 

The Research and Development Policy Council and the organiza- 
tions within the three departments had attacked this problem and had 
brought at least some further order into the situation and had gotten 
these funds released, so that we had made some progress in getting a 
stronger research and development program underway. The depart- 
ments had submitted their plan for the following fiscal year. 

Mr. Hamu.ron. That being fiscal year 1955? 

Secretary Quaries. That would be fiscal year 1955, which was then 
being formulated. And these totaled, as I remember it, $1.3 billion 
of obligational authority in the accounting that was then current. 












CONSIDERED INCREASED LEVEL OF RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 
EXPENDITURES UNWISE 



















A study of this situation indicated that if such obligational author- 
ity were used, we would tend toward an increasing level of expendi- 
ture in research and development, which seemed to me, after consulta- 
tion with the others in the Defense Department and the Bureau of the 
Budget, to be an unwise thing to do, that is, to force up the level of 
expenditure in this area. 

Mr. Hamiuron. If I may interrupt, sir, whom did you consult with, 
who was the gentleman—maybe I had better get at it this way: 












ADMINISTRATION POLICY OF REDUCING EXPENDITURES FOR 
NATIONAL DEFENSE 












Discussions with the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Comptroller), represen- 
tatives of the Bureau of the Budget, and members of the Research and Develop- 
ment Policy Council have indicated that such a total— 


that is presumably the $1.3 billion total— 


is incompatible with the overall objective of reducing Department of Defense 
expenditure levels. 
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Who at that time was the Comptroller / 
Secretary Quarters. Mr, McNeil was the Comptroller. 
Mr. Hamivron. And who were the gentlemen in the Bureau of the 
Budget with whom you discussed it, do you recall ¢ 

Secretary Quartes. I can’t give you those names accurately. As I 
remember it, it did not ine lude the Director of the Bureau of the Bud- 
get, but it did include some of his immediate lieutenants operating in 
this area 
Senator Symineron. Could you furnish those names for the record ¢ 
Secretary Quarues. I will be glad to furnish those names. 
(The information requested is as follows:) 











With regard to furnishing names of personnel in the Bureau of the Budget with 
whom Mr. Quarles had discussion concerning the level of expenditures in the 
research and development field that would be proper in fiscal year 1955, to the 
best of Mr. Quarles’ knowledge he had conversations with the following : William 
F’. Schaub, Willis H. Shapley, and Ellis H. Veatch. 






Mr. Hamiron. So after those discussions you decided you wanted 
to hold the research and development program to $1.2 billion for that 
year, is that correct ¢ 




















POLICY TO HOLD LEVEL RESEARCH EXPENDITURES 












Secretary Quarters. That is correct, although the real decision was 
to try to hold the research and development expenditure level as dis- 
tinguished from obligational authority. The emphasis here was 
on 

Mr. Hamitron. On expenditure ? 

Secretary Quarves. On the expenditure level, that’s right. 

Mr. Haminron. Was it the policy of the Secretary of Defense at 
that time to endeavor to reduce the level of expenditures for defense 

Secretary Quarues. I would say that that was the policy, to endeavor 
to reduce the “post-Korean level to bring it into line with our best con 
cept of a stable level. 

Senator Symincron. Will Counsel yield for one question ? 

Mr. Hamiuron. Yes. 

Senator Symineron. We are talking about research and develop 
ment. That wouldn’t have much to do with the post-Korean problem, 
would it ? 

Secretary Quarues. Mr. Chairman, it is true, though, that during 
the Korean period larger, very substanti: ally larger, sums were appro- 
priated to research and dev elopment as w ell as to materiel. 

I agree that there isn’t perhaps logic in this situation, but the facts 
are that during the Korean period the level of research and de -velop- 
ment was increased by a factor of two and a half over the pre-Korean 
level, and the question was whether to maintain quite that peak level 
during the long pull program. 




















RESEARCH 


Mr. Hamitron. So that as a result of those considerations, as I un- 
derstand it, Mr. Secretary, from the standpoint of this memorandum, 
directing your attention to paragraph 6, you say: 


AND DEVELOPMENT GUIDELINE SET CEILING 















Based on the assumption that the fiscal year 1955 direct research and devel- 
opment appropriations will contain the same elements of cost which were in- 
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ided in fiscal year 1954, I am recommending the following distribution of the 

2 billion new obligational authority for fiscal year 1955: 

Army, 323 million, plus; Navy, 381 million, plus; Air Force, 431 
million, plus; joint agencies, 28 million; emergency fund, 35 million; 
total of 1.2 billion. Is that 451 million the figure, as I believe you 
testified the day before yesterday, sir, that has been, in general, the 
guideline figure for the Air Force ever since? 

Secretary Quart es. It is substantially the same figure, as well as 
we can wash out accounting changes that have taken place during 
this period. 

Mr. Hamieron. Did the Office of the Department of Defense pro- 
mote a similar guideline with respect to the fiscal year 1956 budget, 
similar as to the amounts of money involved 4 

Secretary Quaries. A generally similar guideline. 

Mr. Hammron. With respect to that guideline, was that reviewed by 

» Research and Development Policy Council? 

‘Secretary Quartes. Yes, it was. 


BELIEVES ALL MILITARY IN POLICY COUNCIL PROTESTED CEILING 


Mr. Haminron. And were the service members you have described 

favor of, or were they opposed to, a guideline in that amount? 

Secretary Quartes. In re spect to the 1956 guideline, as I remember 
it, there was certainly Air Force dissent from it. I would have to 
review the record to say definitely that there were dissents from the 
other departments. I just do not remember that. 

Hamitron. It might, Mr. Secretary, refresh your recollection 
in that regard if I were to read a portion of the interrogation of Gen- 
eral Putt, which appears on page 683 of his testimony. What he says 
is this: 

For 1956, that al) members, all of the service members of the Council protested 
the ceiling. 

Is that in accord with your recollection ? 

Secretary Quartes. I would not dispute that statement, although I 

nt ay literally that it is in accord with my recollection. I do not 
question this statement. 

Mr. Hamivron. Further on page 683 I asked him the question: 

What was the situation in that regard with respect to the guidelines for 1957? 

General Purr. For 1957 the situation was about the same. 

(nd I asked the question: 

And by the same, what do you mean, sir? 

General Putr. The service members protested the ceiling. 

Then I asked him the question: 


And now was there any change made in the ceiling after that protest was made? 
General Purr. There was no change, to my knowledge. 


Is that in accord with your recollection ? 


CEILING ON RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT PROTESTED FOR FISCAL YEAR 1957 


Secretary QUARLES. The protests of the services in respect to the 
1957 budget is specifically in accordance with my recollection. 
Mr. Hamrmron. You positively remember that they did protest that ? 





STUDY OF AIRPOWER L585 


Secretary Quartes. In respect to 1957. I would have said in the 
ibsence of General Putt’s testimony that it was the Air Force that 
protested the 1956 program, and not specifically the other two depart- 
ments, but the record could show that my memory has slipped on that 
point. 

Mr. Hamiuron. And with respect to the research and development 
budget for 1957, do you recall that, in your capacity now as Secretary 
of the Air Force, you received a letter, which I think it-is fair to say 
protested the amount of research and development funds that had been 
put in the fiscal year 1957 budget, this letter having been signed by 
Mr. Trevor Gardner, General Twining, General Putt, General Doo- 
little, General Everest, Mr. Garlock, and your scientific adviser, Dr. 
Steven / 

Secretary Quarters. That’s right. I do recall receiving such a letter 
early in this calendar year. 

Mr. Haminton. I believe it is dated January 16, 1956. 

Secretary Quartes. Right. I would invite attention to the fact 
that it was signed by Mr. Gardner with coordination from the other 
persons that you name. 


QUESTION AS TO WHETHER SIGNERS OF PROTEST PAPER AGREED 
WITH WHAT THEY SIGNED 


Mr. Hamirron. That is correct. It says “coordination sheet,” but 
do you take that to mean that they in general approve of the letter ¢ 
Secretary Quarues. I have to qualify that a little this way: That a 
number of ‘people who signed the coordination stated quite spec ifically 


that they signed the coordination as agreeing that the subject matter 
be presented as Mr. Gardner asked that it be presented, for full con- 
sideration of the Secretary of the Air Force and the Air Staff, and so 
[ think there was a little distinction between their coordination and 
the signature of the document, but I don’t press this point. 

Senator Symineron. Mr. Counsel, will you yield there ¢ 

Mr. Hamiutron. Yes. 

Senator Symineron. What is the definition of “coordination” in the 
Military Establishment, Mr. Secretary ¢ 

Secretary Quartes. The understanding is that if a document of this 
kind is coordinated, the person who coordinates it agrees that the docu- 
ment should be passed forward in whatever manner that the document 
is intended to be passed. 

Senator Symrneron. Does it mean that he does not necessarily agree 
with its contents? 

Secretary Quar.es. It means that he agrees that the action proposed 
should be taken. 

Senator Symrneron. Did you have.any paper from any of the peo- 
ple who signed this document, along with Mr. Gardner, stating that 
they did not agree with it in whole or in part ? 

Secretary Quaries. At the time it was presented, I did not have any 
such paper, and I have not subsequently had that on paper. I have 
subsequently had such statements from them. 

Senator Symrineton. From some of the people who coordinated it ? 

Secretary Quartes. Who made it clear subsequently that their -co- 
ordination did not imply an endorsement of all of the things said in the 
document. 
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Senator Symineron. Specifically, who were they / 

Secretary Quarzes. Specifically, General Twining, Mr. Garlock, and 
perhaps others have made that statement to me. 

Senator Symineron. Perhaps what others / 

Secretary Quartes. Others named, and whom I can’t specifically 
at this time name, but certainly General Twining and Mr. Garlock. 

Senator Symrneron. Thank you. 

Mr. Hamixton. Mr. Secretary, maybe I can get at it this way: Do 
you intend, by your answers to Senator Symington’s questions, to con- 
vey the impression that any one of the six gentlemen who signed this 
letter of Mr. Gardner’s in the role of coordinators did not believe, or 
does not believe, that the Air Force should have more funds for re- 
search and development than those given to it by the fiscal 1957 budget 
which was transmitted by the administration to the Congress / 


UNANIMOUS DISAGREEMENT WITH DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE RESEARCH 
AND DEVELOPMENT MONEY POLICY 


Secretary Quarters. I do not mean to say that, because I believe that 
all of them, or with certainly only minor exceptions, would have en- 
dorsed the broad proposition of getting more research and develop 
ment funds. 

Mr. Hamirron. In other words, it is fair to say, isn’t it, that each 
of these gentlemen thought that the Air Force should hi ave had more 
money than allowed | by - cwuidelines ¢ 

Secretary Quarxes. I think that is a fair generalization of the sit- 
uation. 

Senator Symineron. If the counsel has come to a break, would 
you, Mr. Secretary, be good enough to take this document, at your 
convenience, and delineate in detail the part of it which the people 
in question told you they did not agree with ? 

Secretary Quarues. I will be glad to attempt to do that, Mr. Chair 
man. These were conversations and it is always a bit difficult to repeat 
them precisely. 

Senator Symrneton. Yes. The Chair would ask that you do it, 
provided that you feel you can do it. 

Secretary Quartes. I will be very glad to. 

(The statement requested is as follows :) 

The substance of Mr. Quarles’ conversations with General Twining, Mr. 


Garlock, and possibly others who signed the coordination sheet, was to the 
effect that: 

Their signatures on the coordination sheet did not signify detailed knowledge 
of nor approval of the individual projects listed on the attachment but, rather 
indicated their agreement that the general status of research and development 
should be presented to the Secretary of the Air Force for his information and 
consideration. 


Senator Symineron. Mr. Counsel. 

Mr. rx ,MILTON. I have come to a breaking point, if not a terminal 
point, si 

el ae Syminoron. Senator Jackson ? 






INCREASED B—5 2 PROGRAM STIMULATED BY SOVIET 1955 “FLY-BY” 





Senator Jackson. Mr. Secretary, I believe that at our last session I 
was asking some questions with reference to the genesis of the in- 





| 


— 
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‘rease in the production of the B-52. First, will you tell the com- 
mittee when the decision was made to increase the production from 
13 to 17 planes per month ? 

Secretary Quarues. The decision was made, I would think it fair to 
say, after the consultations with the Congress approximately a year 
ago, and I will be glad to supply the date for the record. 

Senator Jackson. It was in the month of June, was it not ¢ 

Secretary Quartes. It was inthe month of June. 

Senator Jackson. Will yousupply all that information ? 

Secretary Quak.es. I will be glad to be more precise than that, but 
I don’t remember the dates exactly. 

Senator Jackson. The bad news regarding the number of Bisons 
ossessed by the Soviets, stemmed in large part from the May 1, 
1955 fly-bys, is that right ? 

Secretary Quaries. That is correct, Senator. 

Senator Jackson. Then whatever date it was in June, or whatever 
the precise date, the decision was made to increase from 13 to 17. 

Secretary Quares. To 17a month, that is correct. 

Senator Jackson. Then when was the decision made to increase 
from 17 to20a month? 


TIMING OF B—-5 2 SCHEDULE CHANGES 


Secretary Quartes. Again decision is a bit of a difficult word to 
pin down accurately as to date, but I should say the decision was made 
when the President filed with the Congress a request for the funds 
necessary, the additional 1957 budget funds necessary for this pur- 
pose. 

Senator Jackson. When I talk about decision, of course I am re- 
ferring to the decision within the Air Force. Did the President just 
decide a week before these hearings started that he was going to in- 
crease the production of B-52’s? 

Secretary Quarues. I can’t be accurate as to the week, but the 
President’s message was, I believe it is factual, filed some length of 
time as that before the hearing started, but of course consideration of 
this matter within the Air Force and the decision to request such an 
increase in production—well, consideration had been going on for 
a number of weeks prior to that, and the decision to request it was 
certainly some few weeks, or at least many days prior to the filing of 
the President’s message. 

Senator Jackson. A general question: Did this increase from 17 
to 20 a month go through in the usual way within the executive 
branch ? 

Secretary Quartes. I would say that it went through in the usual 
way when a change in the budget was required. It would not be 
usual if we had been able to reprogram the moneys and finance such 
a change without reference to the Congress. 

Senator Jackson. I realize you do not have all the records before 
you. But suppose you supply for the committee first the complete 
genesis of the increase from 13 to 17 per month, and then from 17 to 
20 per month, including the dates and the corroborative information. 

Secretary Quartes. I will be glad to do so. 

Senator Jackson. Will you do that? 

Secretary Quares. Surely. 
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Senator Jackson. Would you include when the word was sent to 
the companies to increase their production—when the decision was 
implemented, all the way through 4 

Che information requested is as follows :) 


With respect to the increase of B-52 production, the increase was actually 
from 12 to 17 per month rather than from 13 to 17. With regard to the genesis 
of the increase, the Air Force always has under consideration production accele 
ation studies which are feasible, desirable and that can be brought about within 
the established production structure. Early in 1955, the Air Force reviewed 
the B-52 production program with the objective of determining the feasibility 
of increasing the production rate. The indications were that it was feasible to 
accelerate the B-—52 production program. On May 17, 1955, the Assistant Secre 
tary of the Air Force, Mr. Lewis, directed the Air Force to develop a production 
plan on the order of 17 B-52’s per month. This plan was presented to the Air 
Staff on May 23, 1955, which resulted in a decision to produce at a rate of 17 
air craft per month. This decision accelerated the production program in such 
a manner as to equip the then planned heavy bomb wings by 9 months earlier 
than under the lower schedule. The Secretary of the Air Force announced on 


May 26, 1955, that the Air Force planned to accelerate production of the B—52 
On June 3, 1955, the Air Force directed the Air Materiel Command to proceed up 
to the point of fund obligation with the accelerated program. On June 15, 1955 
the Air Materiel Command authorized Boeing Aircraft Co. to implement the a: 
celerated program. On June 24, 1955, the Air Materiel Command was given the 
final go ahead to accelerate B-52 production at a peak rate of 17 aircraft per 
month 
With respect to the increase of B-52 production from 17 to 20 per month, subs« 

quent to the implementation of the 17 per month program, consideration was 
given to additional B-52 acceleration at Seattle and Wichita. Preliminary in- 
vestigation indicated the feasibility of such an increase. On March 1, 1956, 
the Secretary of the Air Force directed that a study be conducted on B-52 pro- 
duction capabilities. After reviewing the studies submitted, the Secretary of 
the Air Force determined on April 12, 1956, that the need for greater numbers of 
heavy jet bombers warranted an increase of the B—52 program to a peak rate of 
20 aircraft per month. On April 12, 1956, the Air Materiel Command was di- 
rected to take immediate action to implement the accelerated program. With 
the President’s approval, our fiscal year 1957 budget request was supplemented 
on April 13, 1956, to include funds for the accelerated program. On April 19, 
1956, the Air Materiel Command authorized Boeing Aircraft Co. to implement 
the accelerated program to 20 aircraft per month. 


Senator Jackson. I read with interest your statement on the bottom 
of page 1. 

Senator Durr. Page 1 of the record, you mean ? 

Senator Jackson. Page 1 of the statement Mr. Quarles gave the 
other day. And I quote it: 

Moreover, I recognize my own subordination to the decisions of the Secretary 
of Defense and the President of the United States, 

Having presented my case for resources in support of the Air Force to the 
Secretary of Defense, and through him to the President, and having received a 
decision regarding the resources to be allowed, I consider it my duty thereafter 
to administer the Air Force within the parameters of that decision. 


SUPPORTS BUDGET, CUT $2.363 BILLION FROM HIS REQUEST 


[ take it that you do not honestly believe that you have enough 
funds to do your job to carry out the mission of the Air Force, but au 
decision having been made, you are going to carry out that decision. 

Secretary Quares. I am sorry if I have given you that impression, 
Senator, because that is not what I do oe believe. 

Senator Jackson. Why did you ask for $2.363 billion more than 
you were allowed? Didn’t you think that was an honest request ? 


—— 
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Secretary Quares. I thought it was an honest request. I agree, 
however, that with the adjustments that could be made without major 
effect on the program, that we have a workable financial basis a 
carrying out the program which I did think was important, and whiel 
was the basis of my request. 

Senator Jackson. Very frankly, I just don’t reconcile the two. 
That is quite a la rve diffe ‘rence In money, and I don’t see how you can 
very well say, when you have a difference of $2.363 billion that you 
requested over what you were allowed, that you feel that it wouldn’t 
make much difference. That 1s what you are saying in effect. 

Secretary Quartes. May I then, since | want very much for you t 
understand my point of view about it, may I take a minute to ex 
plain it ¢ 

Senator Jackson. Certainly. 


MAJOR ITEM IN CUT WAS IN AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT 


Secretary Quaries. The major item, as you will recall, in the 
adjustment between my budget request and the President’s budget 
request of the Congress, was the reduction in the Air Force procure 
ment appropriation of a billion and a half dollars. 

Senator Jackson. You say your difference ? 

Secretary Quartes. Yes. 

Senator Jackson. That is on procurement. 

Secretary Quar.es. The President’s request was about a billion and 
a half less for aircraft procurement than my budget request as orlg- 
inally submitted to the Secretary of Defense. 

Senator Jackson. On that one point, weren’t you proven right 
when they had to concede in April that you had to request more money 
for procurement ¢ 

Secretary Quartes. You are entirely right, sir 

Senator Jackson. So your original position was right. I am just 
trying to defend your position. 

Secretary Quartes. So am I, sir; but I would like to defend it a 
little more explicitly. 

Senator Jackson. I know you can do it better than anyone else. 

Secretary Quaries. The billion and a half reduction was an honest 
reduction at the time. and did not reduce our plans for the procure- 
ment of aircraft, but did reduce the period of time for which we would 
finance aircraft production in the fiscal year, or from the fiscal year 
appropriations—so-called reduction in lead time. 

It did anticipate ~ reprograming and the recoupment from repro- 
graming, as we call it, in considerably greater amount than we had 
shown in our plan. 

Nevertheless, it seemed a valid anticipation at the time it was made. 
and it was adjustments of that kind that I have referred to generally 
as fiscal adjustments as distinguished from program adjustments, 
which seemed to me at the time to be valid and acceptable as a basis 
for prosecution of the program. 

Now it is true, if I may again repeat, it was a billion and a half 
adjustment in this account. 

Senator Jackson. Just one point I want to clear up, whether it is 
a physical adjustment or a program adjustment or any kind of adjust- 
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ment when you add it up, it takes more money. It all gets down to 
money. 

Secretary Quartes. I agree it gets down to money, but I am not quite 
in a position to follow your logic there, Senator. 


DECISION MADE} THEN MODIFIED 


But may I complete the point that the reduction in this account was 
a billion and a half, and, as I say. I think the adjustment in the account 
was valid as far as we knew the facts at that time. 

Six months later, or some months later, it became apparent that we 
could accelerate the B-52 production beyond the 17 a month that we 
were programing at the time the budget was filed, and at that later 
time, in order to finance this 20-a-month production, we did ask for a 
supplementary appropriation of $24814 million to cover this new re- 
quirement for the increased B-52 production. 

But I just want to make it clear that the cutback in this account was 
a billion and a half. The increment in line with the new B-52 pro- 
duction was a bit less than a quarter of a billion. 

Senator Jackson. But nevertheless the Department of Defense was 
wrong to the extent of the April request. 

Secretary Quaries. The April request for planes was $230 million 

plus $1844 million for facilities for planes, and for bases it was $60 
rnillion and for the acceleration of certain extension of the DEW line, 
it was $68 million. 

I think that adds up to $3761 million. 

Senator Jackson. $37616; and then what were the approximate fig- 
ures for that increase in June of 1955 to accelerate the B-52 program 
from 13 to 17 a month? 

Does anybody have that information, approximately ? 

Secretary Quartes. I don’t have that figure 

Senator Jackson. My recollection was it was a little over $200 
million. 

Secretary Qu ARLES. It was, I thought, a bit larger than that, but 
it was a few hundred million. 

Senator Jackson. Anyway, it would come to about $600 million, if 
it was $324 million, and the other was $276 million, it would be $600 
million. 

Secretary Quartes. That’s right, Senator Jackson, but of course 
that earlier $200-odd million was incorporated in our plans for the 
1957 budget as originally filed by the President. 

Senator Jackson. Let’s get back to this point here. Now, when 
did you submit your budget of $18.881 billion ? 

Secretary Quartes. Approximately the first of November. 

Senator JACKSON. When was the cut made down to $16.518 billion, 
approximately ? 

Secretary Quartes. That was a series of adjustments that took place 
in November and the first half of December. 

Senator Jackson. When did you start programing for this increase, 
I mean, discover that you could increase from 17 to 20 a month? 

Secretary Quartes. It was in January, the latter half of January, 
and in February that we began making such studies and investiga- 
tions, and this led specifically to the plan that was finally proposed to 
the C oneress. 
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Senator Jackson. But there wasn’t really a 6-month period in there. 
I mean, it wasn’t long after you submitted the budget that the Depart- 
ment of Defense apparently discovered that you were right. at least 
in part, because they needed more money, and they hadn’t programed 
in their 1957 budget for a 20 a month. You had asked for funds, I 
take it, to step up that production in part ? 

Secretary Quartes. From 17 to 20 we did in the supplement. 

Senator Jackson. Yes, but I mean in your 1957 budget request. 

Secretary Quarues. In our original 1957 budget request we covered 
the — from 138 to 17 a month, but not the stepup from 17 to 20 
a month. 


LARGER PRODUCTION OF B—52’S POSSIBLE IN PRESENT CAPACITY 


Senator Jackson. Mr. Quarles, haven’t they known for a long time 
that Boeing’s production capability in B-52’s is far in excess even 
of 20 a month, if they want to doit? That has been known for a long 
time, isn’t that right? It isa fact. 

Secretary Quartes. That’s right, except that I am afraid it gives a 
wrong impression, if we say no more than that. 

Boeing’s capability to produce B-52’s on a final basis is sub- 
stantially greater than 20 a month at these 2 facilities. As General 
Irvine testified, it could be stepped up to 45 a month. 

Senator Jackson. Or 46. 


INCREASE IN PRODUCTION WOULD COST MONEY 


Secretary Quarters. Perhaps 46, without going beyond the present 
facilities. But you need to define how much additional facility cost 
within these two plants would be involved, and what length of time 
would be involved in acquiring those facilities and building up to 
that production. 

Senator Symineron. Will the Senator yield for a minute / 

Senator Jackson. Go ahead. 

Senator Symincron. The cost was very small on that, according 
to the testimony. 

Senator Jackson. $9 million for facilities. 

Secretary Quarters. The cost of building up to 46 a month, Mr. 
Chairman ? 

Senator Jackson. No, for additional facilities. 

Senator Symineron. If you are going to build more, you have to 
have more tools, more machine tools, jigs, dies, and fixtures; but the 
necessary increase in plant cost, as I remember it, was some $9 million. 

Secretary Quaruies. I was misunderstanding you. We were cove! 


ing the whole cost of the preparation for the production, including 
the machine tools, and it is very substantially in excess of $9 million 
if you take the whole cost. 

Senator Jackson. But, Mr. Quarles, what I am getting back to is 
that you can get the planes, but again it costs dollars, doesn’t it? It 
takes money. 

Secretary Quartes. It does: yes, sir. 
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QUESTION OF PROCRASTINATION, AND DELAY 


Senator Jackson. And that is the real thing that has determined 
the size ofour Air Force. We have procrastinated and delayed. 
We waited until the Russians had in the air more Bison long-range 


bombers than we had produced before we decided to step up produc- 
on. Then we stepped from 13 to 17. 
Then we procrastinated as long as we could string it out before go- 


} 
ng from 17 to 20 a month. Now you have testified at another com- 
mittee, if I am not mistaken, that the budget is going up a lot next 
year. 

What is the reason for the delay, when it is a matter of public 
record here that we do not have a replacement for the B-52¢ We 
do not have s« mething that is going to come along and make if ob- 
solescent. Only the Soviet Union could make the B-52 obsolescent 
at this point. What is the reason for this stringing out of decisions 
involving our national security 4 

Secretary Quaries. Well, Senator, I think you have to answer that 
question in a bit broader historical perspective 
[f you go back to the time when our schedule for the production 
of B-52’s was 4 a month, and take the successive steps in which that 
plan for production has been built up to the present 20 a month, I 
presume you could call each one of those situations procr: astination. 
On the other hand, you could call them an evaluation of the situa- 
mat that time, and a progressive correction as you go along. 
Senator Jackson. I don’t want to get into security, but isn’t it a 
fact that there is no new intelligence information after the May 1 
fly-bys? You knew then what the Soviets were doing, you knew what 
their capability was. Why did you delay from May 1 until April, 
ilmost a year, to increase production to 20 per month? Why did you 

uit all that time ? 

W hat was the reason ? 


COMPLEX EXPLANATION OF B-52 PROGRAM DECISIONS 


Secretary Quaries. We moved at that time, as you know, toward 
the 17-a-month level, which was at that time judged to be the sound 
level \ ith the fac ilities aval ilable to bul | up the production, and we 
did at th: it time authorize the buildup. 

It was the satisfaction in the performance of the plane, which of 
course earlier had not been substantially tested, and the satisfaction 
n the production experience, all of which gave us the confidence that 
the 20-a-month rate would be a sound rate to go. 

Senator Jackson. Now you say you learned about the soundness of 
the program before you increased it. If you follow that line of reas- 
oning to its logical conclusion, there is no justification for it, for you 
learned in January and February that there were difficulties, then 
when you encountered difficulties, you increased the program, didn’t 
vou! 

Secretary Quartes. Your statement again, sir, is precisely correct, 
but not quite a full statement of the fact. 

Senator Jackson. What is not true about it ? 

Secretary Quartes. I didn’t mean to imply that anything was un- 
true about it. 
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Senator Jackson. Or was not correct ? 

Secretary Quar.es. Nor was anything incorrect about it, but not 
quite the full statement. 

The facts are that we did have very favorable experience with the 
early planes, and we did have favorable experience in the production 
of the planes. 

It is also a fact that in the early part of this year we did have the 
failure of an electric alternator in the plane that required us to hold 
up the acceptance of planes for a certain period of time until this 
particular equipment failure could be corrected, and of course this is 
a minor reversal of the very favorable experience we were having, but 
in no way affects the judgment that we have had all along, that we 
have come to have with the experience with the plane, that the pro- 
duction is sound and the plane itself is sound. 

Senator Jackson. If your judgment was sound, and you had faith 
in it all along, why didn’t you increase the program back in June? I 
understood that you wanted to learn more about it before you increased 
it. But if you follow that to its logical conclusion, I find from the 
record that in January-February we were not accepting B-52’s be- 

use of certain defects. Despite that you increased the program. 
I don’t follow the reasoning. Can you explain it ? 

Secretary Quartes. Then let me repeat it, sir, if I may, because I 
think it is all quite reasonable. 

We did learn subsequent to the 17-a-month decision, we did learn 

that the planes were sound in performance, in fact were very favorably 

received by the command, the people that had an opportunity to study 
them. We did learn that they flowed through production in a very 
satisfactory manner. 

We did come to have great confidence in the plane during this 
period. We did also come to have confidence in the ability of the pro- 
duction arrangements to produce more planes than they h: id originally 
thought they could produce without substantial increases in the fac il- 
ities. ‘These facts were the basis for the recommendation to go to 20 
a month. 

When we had the alternator failure in the plane, the whole situa- 
tion was reexamined. It was decided that it was a particular equip- 
ment matter that was serious in the sense that it would take time to 

correct that one piece of equipment, but it did not materially reflect on 

the integrity of the plane, witness the fact that we expect to have all 
of the planes that were delivered with this piece of equipment in it, 
with satisfactory equipment replacing it, by the end of this month, and 
that we expect deliveries of this plane, acceptance of this plane, to be 
current with the program by September of this year. 

Senator Jackson. Mr. Quarles, isn’t it a fact that when you sent the 
April recommendation up - Congress vou had accepted virtually no 
B-52’s at all for January, February and March? 

Secretary Quartes. I think again that that is not precisely the fact 

Senator Jackson. Let me get the record. 

AIR FORCE ACCEPTED ONLY HALF OF B—-52’S PRODUCED THIS YEAR 

Secretary Quar.es. But it is true that we were deadlining, and not 
accepting a large proportion of the B 52’s offered during that period. 

Senator Jackson. Isn’t it a fact that from January through June 
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of this year you have only accepted 9 B-52’s, although the production 
figure is much greater than that ? 

Senator SyYMINGTON. 14. 

Secretary Quaries. I think that through June we will have ac- 
cepted—as of June the 25th we had accepted—14 B-52’s, including 1 
more than the June schedule for the acceptance of B-5 2's, 

Senator Jackson. How many were produced / 


Secretary QuarLes. How many were produced in June, or all to- 
gether ¢ 6 


Senator Jackson. From January to June. 

Secretary Quartes. From January to June there were produced 28 
of these pl: mes, 

Senator Jackson. So you only accepted half of them ? 


Secretary Quartes. We accepted half of them, and deadlined the 
other half until the alternator could be replaced. 


A QUESTION OF TIME 


Senator Jackson. But it is your testimony that you just didn’t have 
the judgment after the May day fly-bys to increase from 13 right up to 
20. You had to just go along, little by little. It wasn’t possible for 
you and the Air Force to get t all the information to ste p up production 
to 20 back in June 1955. 

Yet, it took you from June until April to increase it three a month, 
because you had to study it, or what? 

Secretary Quarters. The end facts vou have stated, sir, are those 
that I have given. Your way of stating it doesn’t seem to me to be 
quite the way I have stated it, but I presume vou wouldn't care to have 
me restate It. 

Senator Jackson. You don’t think that pressure from Congress had 
anything at all to do with the increases ? 

Secretary Quartves. I certainly wouldn’t make the statement that 
Congress had no influence over the shaping of our program, no, sir, I 
wouldn’t say that. 

Senator Jackson. That isall, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Symineron. Senator Duff? 

Senator Durr. Mr. Chairman, I think I thoroughly understand the 
Secretary’s position. 

Senator Symineron. Senator Ervin? 


GROWING SOVIET STRENGTH ; DECREASING DEFENSE EXPENDITURES IN 
UNITED STATES 


Senator Ervin. Mr. Secretary, is this not a fair statement: During 
recent years while the strength of the Soviets has been increasing, 
American expenditures for national defense have been decreasing ? 

Secretary Quar.es. I believe that there is evidence of that over a 
limited per iod of time, yes, Senator Ervin. 

Senator Ervin. Well, hasn’t it been constant during the last several 
years / 

* Secretary Quaries. I would have to review the record to be sure of 
that and to be sure just what expenditures you are comprising in na- 
tional defense. 

I thought it was a fact that if you take our total defense expendi- 
tures, including Atomic Energy and the mutual defense assistance 
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program, that our expenditures had not decreased each year over this 
period. 

Senator Ervin. Let me put it in a more restricted sense. 

Have not expenditures for all purposes for the Army, the Navy, and 
the Air Force decreased each year for the past several years ? 

Secretary Quartes. I will supply those figures for the record, sir 
I didn’t think they had in each one of these Dep: urtments decreased in 


the last several years, but I can’t state the figures that will show I am 
correct. 


Senator SyminctTon. Will the Senator yield ? 

Senator Ervin. Yes. 

Senator Symineton. The record is, for the last 3 years, not only 
have expenditures decreased in percentage of gross national product, 
despite the rising Russian air strength and other military strength, but 
they have also decreased in dollars. 

Thank you, Senator. 

Senator Ervin. That is all. 

Senator Symrneron. Mr. Secretary, we were talking about a letter 
you wrote me, in reply to a letter of March 5. 

Secretary Quartes. Right, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Symineton. I can’t remember the exact date. I am in- 
formed by the staff it was May 13. 

GENERAL PUTT’S TESTIMONY RE INSUFFICIENT RESEARCH AND 
DEVELOPMENT FUNDS 


Are you acquainted with General Putt’s testimony, and particularly 
with the 11 significant research and development items he listed as 
having been delayed or deferred because of insufficiency of funds? 

Secretary Quartes. I am acquainted, generally, w ith his testimony, 
and I have seen the list. I could not at this time actually state the list. 

Senator Symineron. In your letter you said, and I quote: 


“SIGNIFICANTLY ACCELERATED PRODUCTION” OF KC—135’S AND F—104’S 


* * * with available funds we have significantly accelerated the production of 
the KC-135 jet tanker and the F—104 supersonic fighter. 


Could you tell the committee what you mean by “accelerated pro- 
duction” of these planes? 

Secretary Quartes. I mean that the original production plans have 
been accelerated in the sense that the rate of buildup of production and 
the schedule for the delivery will produce more planes than the orig- 
inal production schedule would have produced. 

Senator Symineton. You didn’t use the word “plans” in your let- 
ter. You said “accelerated production.” Have any KC~—135’s been 
delivered to the Air Force ? 


NO KC—-135’8 PRODUCED 


Secretary Quartes. They have not been delivered, that is correct, 
nor have any been produced except the models. 

Senator Symineton. I beg your pardon ? 

Secretary Quartes. Nor have any been produced except models, 
that are not exact models of the plane to be delivered. 
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Senator Symineron. When you say “models,” what do you mean— 
| rototypes or moc kups? 

Secretary Quartes. Well, they are flying prototypes, but not lit- 
erally y, sir, prototypes of the exact plane to be produced. 

Senator Symincron. How many of those have been delivered, Mr. 
Secretary / 

Secretary Quarves. I believe only one of the KC—135 model. 

Senator Symineron. You pore “those.” Do you mean one? 

Secretary Quares. In the case of the KC-135, I do mean one, 

Senator Symineron. Now, aan have a ratio, do you not, between the 
KC—135 and the B-52? 

Secretary Quaries. Our present planning is to establish a ratio of 
2? of the KC-135’s for each 3 of the B-52’s. 

Senator Symineron. Have you increased the KC-135 production to 
take care of that ratio in your planning? 

cretary Quares. We have; yes, sir. 
nator Symineron. Thank you. 

Secretary Quarues. May I be sure I am not misunderstood there. 
The KC—135 production lags behind the B-52 production, and it will 
not be until calendar year 1959 that KC—135 equipment in the inven- 
tory is current with the B—52 equipment in the inventory. 


SS 


ONE F-104 PRODUCED 


Senator Symineron. You say that you have accelerated the produc- 
tion of the F—104 supersonic fighters. I am talking about your letter. 
The word “planning” isn’t in there. 

Ilow many 104’s have been accepted by the Air Force ? 

Secret: ry (1 ARLES. My recollection is one. I would like to] ave the 
privilege of correcting that for the record, but it is one, or it is a few. 

Senator Symineron. I think that makes my point, sir. Thank you. 


$3825 MILLION SHORTAGE IN CONSTRUCTION MONEY 


; 


Now, you state in your letter that approximately 325 million of 
ations in military construction could have been contracted for 
if there had been sufficient funds. Whose responsibility is it that ther: 
vere not sufiicient funds ? 

Secretary Quaries. There were not sufficient funds in the 1956 ap- 
propriation to the Air Force for pub lie works bec ‘ause the De} art- 
ment of Defense and the Congress, succes sively, in reviewing ta re- 
quests for funds in this category, in the light of our prior history of 
low success in obligating such funds, did in fact cut our appropriation 
for the year back to a figure which I remember as about 990 million. 

Senator Symrncron. Have you asked for those foci the 325 million 
nthe 1957 budget ? 

Secretary Quaries. We have asked for funds in the 1957 budget 
to cover the items that were held back because of the lack of funds in 
Lob. 


Senator Symineton. When did you come with the Department of 


Defense ? 
Secretary Quartes. As I remember it, September 1, 1953. 


Senn al el 
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Senator SYMINGTON. So, you would have no knowledge of the cuts 
that had been made in the spring of 1953, without any consultation with 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff. That wasn’t in vour time. 

Secretary Quartes. That does not come within my direct. know] 
edge; that’s right. 

Senator Symineton. When you wrote the memorandum that the 
counsel referred to, December 9, 1953, you were Assistant Secretary of 
Defense in charge of Research and Development; is that correct , 

Secretary Quartes. That is correct; yes, sir. 

Senator Symirneton. And at that time you were working for the 
Secretary of Defense / . 

Secretary Quartes. That is correct. 

Senator SymrneTon. And then about in August 1955 you became 
Secretary of the Air Force; is that correct : 

Secretary Quarves. That is correct. 

Senator Symineron. In this letter you wrote on December 9, which 
isa directive, as I read it, you state: 


DIRECTIVE TO KEEP DOWN R. AND D. SPENDING 


The fiscal year 1955 budget estimates which were submitted by the Depa 


ments to the Secretary of Defense contained requests for new obligational at 


thority for direct research and development totaling approximately $1.3 billion 
Discussions with the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Comptroller), representa 
tives of the Bureau of the Budget, and members of the Research and Develop 
ment Policy Council have indicated that such a total is incompatible with th 
overall objective of reducing Department of Defense expenditure levels a1 

that a pumber of actions should be initiated in the research and development 
area to insure conformance with that objective. 

As I understand that paragraph, what you say is that we are spend- 
ing at this time too much for research and development. Is that a fain 
statement 4 

Secretary Quartes. I say that their proposals would bring about the 

j s&s . 1 . 1 * . ’ . 

spending of too much, too much in the sense of more than I conceive 


to be available for the purpose. 
Senator Symineron. Than you conceive to be available ? 
Secretary Quar.Les. Under the circumstances; that’s right. 


REQUEST OF A “SUPERIOR IS EQUIVALENT TO A COMMAND” 


Senator Symineron. In other words, what you were told would be 
available; is that right ? 

Senator Quarves. I think it would be fair to say it that way. 
[ wasn’t told it, categorically, but I arrived at that conclusion after dis 
cussions that, you may say, had that effect, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Ervin. If I may interrupt at this point, I think the Secre 
tary is recognizing the validity of an observation that used to appear 
the regulations, that the request of a superior is equivalent to 
command. 


1953 NOTICE TO REDUCE R. AND D. EXPENDITURES FOR DEFENSE 


Senator Symineron. In the second paragraph you say: 


In order to assist you in your financial planning I will outline in this memo 
randum the general principles to which we agreed at our meeting of December 7 
and the distribution of funds among the departments which I will recommend 
to the Secretary of Defense. 
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It will be our objective to reduce the Department of Defense direct research 
and development expenditures to a $1.2 billion level in fiscal year 1955. 

I will continue to review presently pending and future requests from the de- 
partments to increase the current schedules of obligations and will recommend 
release of the additional funds in all cases where I consider the request to be 
fully justified. However, these recommended releases will be made with the 
understanding that each department will reconsider its original plans for obliga- 
tion of this money and adjust them in consonance with the objective stated in 


paragraph 3. 

Then you list the figures, and you say that therefore you recom- 
mend these figures, as Assistant Secretary of Defense. ; 

Now, would this be an order on your part to the Air Force, for 
example, for $431 million to be the total ? 

Secretary Quarues. It would not, sir, be an order. However, I 
think it is fair to say that it serves notice that a different number rec- 
ommended by the Air Force to the Secretary of Defense might well 


not have been Serene, but my own memorandum does not have the 
quality of an order. 


CHANGE IN BOOKKEEPING MADE R. AND D. FIGURES APPEAR LARGER 


Senator Symrneron. The result was the Air Force did spend the 
amount of money it was told in your memorandum could be spent; is 
that correct ? 

Secretary Quartes. It had that effect; yes, sir. 

Senator Symrncron. Then you went on to say : 

It is understood that because of accounting changes between fiscal year 1954 
and fiscal year 1955 certain items will shift to and from the direct research and 
development category. 

Then you list the money; and there was very little difference. 

We have had testimony here, however, that in 1954 the budgets 
showed the Department of Defense reported $513 million ; but actually 
the Air Force spent only $440 million. And the Department of De- 
fense in 1955 listed $524 million. Actually, the Air Force spent only 
$418 million. 

And in 1956, $601 million was what the Department of Defense 
showed as Air Force expenditures, when $431 million, the figure you 
suggested back in December 1953, was the amount spent. 

Don’t you think it would have been better if these accounting changes 
had been listed so that the people wouldn’t think there had been, for 
example, a heavy increase between 1954 and 1955 in research and de- 
velopment funds, when actually there had been a decrease? What 
could be more misleading ? 

Secretary Quartes. Mr. Chairman, I can only say that I have 
testified on this subject quite a number of times, and I believe the 
record will show that I have very explicitly brought out the account- 
ing changes each time I have mentioned it. 

Senator Symrneton. I am not questioning that; but I am saying 
the budget was released, and until the Congress got into the details 
of it through questioning various witnesses, the impression was left 
that there had been heavy increases in research and development, when 
actually there were decreases. Don’t you think it would have been 
better to have explained that, at the time the budget was released? _ 

Secretary Quarts. I think it would have been better to explain it, 
and T am Surprised to learn that it was not explained. I thought I 
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knew there was a footnote explaining it, but I can be quite wrong 
about that. 

Senator Symineton. If you are right, then the staff is wrong. 

Secretary Quartes. I agree with your point. 

Senator Symineton. Now, when you came with the Air Force, 
your relationship changed in the Department of Defense. You rep- 
resented the Air Force, did you not, instead of the Department of De- 
fense; isthat correct / 

Secretary Quartes. That is correct. 


SOVIET AIR STRENGTH INCREASED LAST 3 YEARS 


Senator Symineron. You will agree, will you not, that the Com 
munist have shown increased air strength in the last 3 years! Is that 

fair statement / 

Secretary Quarues. I think that isa fair statement. 


ATTEMPT TO JUSTIFY SOVIET QUANTITY SUPERIORITY ON QUALITY BASIS 


Senator Symrneron. And that we have attempted to justify with 
respect to planes, as we previously have done with respect to men 
and submarines, the fact we could not afford to match the Communists 
in quantity. The reason we gave to justify not attempting to get 
quantitative equality was our superiority in quality ? 

Secretary Quar.Es. I think that isa fair statement. 


AIR FORCE RESEARCH EXPENDITURES HELD DOWN 


Senator Symineron. But haven’t we spent roughly the same amount 
of money for research and development in the last 3 years? How cai 
that show we are emphasizing quality as justification for losing the 
quantitative advantage ? 

Secretary QuarueEs. In the account as construed in the line appro 
priation, that is correct. We have actually, in the broader definition 
of research and development in the last 3 years, we have made a $700 
million increase in the Air Force in the amount of our obligation. I 
am not speaking of expenditure, but it is roughly comparab le. 

Senator Symineron. That includes items of construction, does 
it not? 

Secretary Quarters. That relates directly to research and develop- 
ment. 

Senator Symincton. So the guideline principle that you laid down 
in December 1953 is the cuideline principle being carried out today- 
$431 million on a steady line; isthat not r ight ? 

Secretary Quarves. In respect to that item of research and develop 
ment, narrowly construed, it is true. 


QUESTION OF QUALITY SUPERIORITY, WITH LIMIT ON RESEARCHIL FUNDS 


Senator Symineron. How can you justify that if we are going to 
maintain a qualitative superiority as justification for giving up quanti- 
tatively ? 

Secretary Quartes. I think if it implied holding the research an 
developme nt effort. broadly construed, at a flat level, I could not ‘astify 
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it. I think that with the latitude that we have had, and that the 
present appropriation bill would give us to use procurement funds 
for development to the extent required for development, and having 
in mind the very large procurement funds that are being appropriated, 
I think that this does give us the latitude to have a stronger research 
and development program. 

Senator Symineton. Mr. Secretary, we are not talking procure- 
ment now, not even of prototypes. We are talking research and de- 
velopment. 

let me read the figures. In fiscal year 1953 the research and de- 
velopment of the Air Force was $525 million. The first year of this 
adininistration, that figure dropped to $440 million, despite the ac- 
knowledged growth of Russian airpower. In the second year it 
dropped to $418 million. In 1956, it went up to $431 million. In 
1957, it went to $449 million. 

In other words, the guideline figure laid down 3 years ago is the same 
guideline figure used today for research and development; or else 
previous sworn testimony 1s not correct. 

Secretary Quarues. I think the sworn testimony is correct, Mr. 
Chairman, but again I think it needs amplification to be clearly under- 
stood. 

For example, in our ballistic missile program, which has been a very 
heavy program of obligation and expediture, 90 percent of our coverage 
for that program has been in procurement funds and, as I say, this has 
been validated by the Congress in the clause that I speak of. 

Now, to speak of these $400-odd-million when, in fact, we are dealing 
with $2.7 billion, when you add the use of these other funds in-—— 

Senator Symrneron. We have been all through that. 

Secretary Quar.Es (continuing). I submit that the fact that these 
funds have been level and the other funds have increased from a level 
of $2 billion to a level of $2.7 billion in the same period is not quite 
the whole picture. 

Senator Symineron. The $2.7 billion of so-called research and de- 
velopment in your statement on page 8, includes $2.3 billion of procure- 
ment funds, maintenance and operation, and funds for personnel not 
directly engaged in research and development, plus certain other items. 
But the actual research and development figure is $431 million, is it 
not ? . 

Secretary Quarces. I could not answer that question affirmatively, 
sir; because research and development, if you include all development, 
isa much larger figure. 

Senator Symineton. Actually, you took away from other programs 
in order to concentrate on the ballistic missile program. But you did 
not replace that money in the other program. Is that not correct ? 

Secretary Quaries. We used the funds appropriated, and in that 
sense, we took away from something else. 


QUESTION OF SUPERSONIC BALLISTIC MISSILES 


Senator Symrnaton. Mr. Secretary, the V—II was a supersonic bal- 
listic missile; was it not? 

Secretary Quar.es. That is correct. 

Senator Symrncron. Have we ever yet fired, in this country, a super- 
sonic ballistic missle with a range greater than the V-II fired some 13 
years ago, to the best of your knowledge ? 
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Secretary Quartes. I would like, if I might, Mr. Chairman, to have 
the privilege of discusing that question off the record. 

Senator SYMINGTON. Well, the question was asked of the Secretary 
of the Army, and he replied, on the record, to the best of his knowledge, 

“No”; and the question was asked of the Secretar y of the Navy and he 
replied, to the best of his knowledge, “No.” 

You wouldn’t want to infer, by ‘asking to discuss it off the record that 
we had done it; would you ? 

Secretary Quarts. I wouldn’t want to imply that we had or that 
we had not, on the record. 

Senator Symrneron. Has the Air Force fired any supersonic bal- 
listic missiles ? 

Secretary Quartes. The answer to that is “Yes.” 

Senator Symineron. Supersonic ballistic missiles ? 

Secretary Quartes. That is correct. Now I would have to define 
the word “missile.” 

We have fired supersonic ballistic missiles, but not perhaps meeting 
your definition of an operaitonal missile. 

Again, I would like to have the privilege of going into that in more 
detail off the record, if I might, sir. 

Senator Symineron. All right, but we hope you will consider, when 
we discuss what some other people may have done in the way of firi ing, 
this question of operational and nonoperational, which now appears 
important in your mind. 

Secretary Quaries. I thoroughly agree; sure. 

Senator SymineTon. Let me ask this question. 


QUESTION OF THE EFFECT OF SOVIET IRBM 


Last February you stated that even if the Russians got a 1,500-mile 
IRBM in operational quantities, it would not materially change the 
balance of power between the East and the West. That is pretty close 
to a verbatim quote. 

Secretary Quartes. I think that is close to a verbatim quote. 

Senator Symineron. Thank you. Would you want to make 
closer ¢ 

Secretary Quar.es. No, sir. I would have to refer to the record 
to make it closer. I don’t question the import of it. 

Senator Symineton. Why did you say that? 

Secretary Quarues. Well, the first reason I said it is because I 
thought it was true. 

Senator Symineron. I am sure you wouldn’t have said it if you 
thought it was wrong, and yet I was wondering why you thought it 
was right. 

Secretary Quar.es. I said it also because I thought it was wise to 
have it said, and because I thought it was true. Those wer e my two 
main reasons for saying it. 

Senator Symineton. Wise from what standpoint—propaganda ? 

Secretary Quartes. From the standpoint of the welfare of the 
United States. 

Senator Symrneron. The Senate has to vote today or tomorrow 
on mutual aid. In pursuing why you said it, I understand you felt 
obtaining the 1,500-mile IRBM would not change the balance between 
the East and the West because the Russians had so many thousand 
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modern light jet bombers and so many thousand jet fighters, if they 
wanted to take Europe, they could do it anyway. Is that a fair 
statement / 

Secretary Quaries. If they wanted to attack the bases that were 
in question, they could attack the bases anyway. 

Now to say that they could take Europe anyway implies that there 
is nothing to deter their taking Europe, and that inference, of course, 
I don’t go along with. 

Senator Jackson. Would you yield for a moment ? 

Senator SyMiInGTon. Just a moment. 

That being true, where does that leave NATO ? 


NATO IMPORTANT 


Secretary Quaxries. I think it leaves NATO where it has been since 
World War II, a very important element of our whole worldwide free 
world position. 

Senator Symrneron. One reason I bring this up is because a NATO 
ambassador said : 

If this is true, what is the use of NATO as far as my country is concerned? 

Why does the administration want to place a large part of $2,900 
million of military assistance into Europe if the Russians already are 
so strong they can destroy Europe anyway at any time? 

I vield to the Senator after the Secretary answers the question. 


SAC BASED IN UNITED STATES COMPRISES MAJOR DETERRENT 


Secretary Quartes. My answer to that, Mr. Chairman, is that since 
World War II and since the formation of NATO, viewed apart from 
the whole free-world position, it has always been vulnerable and it 
has always been stated by everybody involved to be vulnerable, and 
to rely in very heavy measure on the deterrent values of the Strategic 
Air Force primarily based in this country. 

That situation has been true throughout this period, and in spite 
of its being true throughout this period, i in my judgment, it has been 
a very wise addition to our defensive position and, in my judgment, it 
continues to be a wise segment of our defensive position, and my state- 
ment was merely that the availability of an IRBM to the Russians 
would not substantially alter this situation, in my judgment. 


SUPPORTS NATO 


Senator Symineron. With a missile traveling far faster than 
sound, you would have less chance of it being knoc ked down by fight- 
ers, would you not; or less trouble from weather 4 

We might get into: that discussion in some detail. But on your 
thinking, NATO, from the standpoint of true military strength, is 
nothing more or less than a facade; is that correct? 

Secretary Quarters. I would not so regard it; no, sir. I would say 
on the contrary that the implications of a lot of the discussion that 
preceded my statement was that as soon as the Russians got such a 
ballistic missile of intermediate range, they would be in a position to 
knock out our whole European position, and my statement, quite far 
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from being in derogation of NATO, was in support of the NATO 
position. 

Senator Symineton. Let me read you what you did say. The staff 
has just given it to me. 

The Russians today have plenty of medium-range bombers that have all the 
bases in Europe that we are talking about within their range and have the capa- 
bility of delivering atomic bombs against bases with more precision than we 
expect them to have with ballistic missiles for some time to come. Therefore, 
they know and we know that the mere addition to their arsenal of a 1,500-mile 


missile to do the same job would not materially affect the balance of power be- 
tween the two blocs. 


IRBM “BLACKMAIL” WEAPON 


About that time General Spaatz wrote, that if the Soviets got the 
1,500-mile missile first, they would be in a position to blackmail all of 
Ke urope. 

I will be glad to yield to the Senator. 

Senator Jackson. Mr. Secretary, to follow up on the 1,500-mile bal- 
listic missile, I assume that this speech or this statement of yours was 
made on February 9. I made a Senate floor speech on this subject on 
February 1. I assume your statement has reference to some comments 
I made. 


COMPARISON OF ATTACK BY MISSILES AND BY BOMBERS 


[s it your position that there wouldn’t be much difference as far as 
the Soviet Union is concerned if they had operational numbers of 
IRBM’s, because they can now hit the same bases with 1L-28’s? 

Secretary (JUARLES. Well, IL-28’s, or medium bombers. 

Senator Jackson. Manned bombers? 

Secretary () UARLES. With manned bombers. lt is ny position the 
fact they added IRBM’s to their air atomic capability, if the IRBM’s 
were limited in their capability to the attack of the overseas positions, 
which they, of course, would be limited to if they only had 1,500 miles’ 
range, it was then my position, and it is now my position, that this 
would not upset the balance of power between the two blocs. 

Senator Jackson. Let’s just analyze the impression gained from the 
statement that the IRBM is just another weapons system. 

If these IRBM’s are reasonably accurate, and have hydrogen war- 
heads, would you say that our ability to ret aliate would be the same if 


we were hit by an IRBM or by an IL-28, or by any other type of 
Soviet-manned bomber ¢ 
Secretary Quares. I would say, sir, that, in the first place, we must 


assume that the IRBM delivery ail not be as accurate, at least ini- 
tially, and would probably not carry as powerful a warhead, at least 
initially, so that my point is merely that the addition of this weapon 
to their arsenal does not add enough to their ability to deliver air 
atomic destruction on these positions within that range, does not add 
enough to upset the power balance. 

Senator Jackson. Isn’t there a basic distinction between the IRBM 
delivering a nuclear weapon and the IL-28, or any other manned 
bomber, in that the flying time of an IRBM may be around 10 minutes 
or a little less? I think that is public testimony. 

Secretary Quartes. I am not disputing the time, sir. 
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Senator Jackson. The point is that you can at least pick up warning 
and get detection of a manned bomber coming in, but could we get it 
with a missile coming in, so that we could retaliate ! 

Secretary Quartes. I think there is a difference. Ithink you would 
live about 2 or 3 hours longer with the bomber than you would with the 
missile, but I don’t agree, sir, that the destruction is any more certain. 

Senator Jackson. You area scientist, and I have great faith in your 
scientific judgment. Let’s get down to commonsense. 

If a missile is coming in with an atomic warhead, assuming it is ac- 
curate, now, and it has a nuclear warhead—do you mean you ‘would be 
able to get the bombers off the field just as effectively as you would 
with a manned bomber coming in ? 

Secretary Quartes. Oh, no, I am not speaking of getting bombers 
off of the fields that they would attack. 

Senator Jackson. What are they attacking? Aren’t they attack- 
ing our ability to retaliate? Wouldn’t they be going after those 
b: ASeS ¢ 

Secretary Quaries. They are attacking such part of our ability to 
retaliate as we would have deploy ed on the basis to attack. 

Senator Jackson. Did you give any consider ation in your state- 
ment to psychological impact on our allies? 


“HTONEST, CORRECT, AND WISE” 


Secretary Quarues. I did, sir, and I held then, and I hold now, that 
our allies have a better psychological position if they believe that the 
addition of such a weapon would not completely invalidate their posi- 
tion than if they believed it would. 

Senator Jackson. Do you think that is an honest statement ? 

Secretary Quar.es. I think it is an honest statement and a correct 
statement, and, moreover, a wise statement. This is my opinion. 

Senator Jackson. Knowing that the Europeans are realistic people, 
don’t you think that if they were advised that the Soviets had beat us 
to the IRBM, that would have a really bad psychological effect ? 

Secretary Quartes. I think that it might have sue ha psychological 
effect, and I think that the things that were being said quite frequently 
at that time about how devastating it would be for them to get it, would 
have enhanced the psychological effect. 

Senator Jackson. Isn’t it a fact, Secretary Quarles, that if some of 
us hadn’t said some of these things, the Department of Defense 
wouldn’t be doing some of the things they are now doing, and pushing 
some of the things they are trying to push? 


GIVES FAVORABLE CREDIT TO SOME MEMBERS OF CONGRESS AND TO TREVOR 
GARDNER 


Secretary Quartes. I would give all credit to the Senator and to 
other Members of the Congress “for some very wise influence in this 
program. 

Senator Symineton. You would give credit to Trevor Gardner, too, 
wouldn’t you, Mr. Secretary ? 

Secretary Quartes. Yes, sir, I would. 

Senator Jackson. One other question, Mr. Secretary. 

On page 3 of your statement you refer to the B-47. It is a very fine 
aircraft. You mentioned the 1959 capability. 
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Isn’t it a fact that if we are now pushed out of these bases we will 
not be able to make maximum use of our B-47’s, due to a shortage of 
tankers? I don’t want to get into numbers, or anything like that. 


QUESTION OF USE OF B—4 7's, IF WE LOSE FOREIGN BASES 


Secretary Quartes. It is true that we would not make maximum use 
of our B-47’s. It is also true that we would still have a very great 
strike power with B-47’s, without these bases. 

Senator Jackson. But it would be quite a bit less than what it will 
be in 1959? 

Secretary QuartEs. Excuse me; will you say that again ? 

Senator Jackson. The use which we can make of the B-47 is much 
less today without our bases than it would be in 1959. This is your 
statement. Let’s go back: 

In 1959 the B-47, with tanker support—- 
you picked that date— 


will remain the largest force of intercontinental bombers in the active inventory 
of any country. 

Secretary Quartes. And I think that is a factual statement; yes, sir. 

Senator Jackson. But isn’t it a fact that the B-47 is not as effective 
now without bases as it will be in 1959 ? 

Secretary Quartes. As it will be in 1959, without bases? 

Senator Jackson. That’s right. 

Secretary Quartes. I do not see a basis for your statement there, 
sir. 

Senator Jackson. I have in mind the present lack of tankers. 

Secretary Quaries. But we have the tankers that the B-47 has 
been using, and will use. We have them in being, and in large quantity. 

Senator Jackson. This is very important—do you have enough 
tankers now, this very day, to maximize the B-47 without overseas 
bases, to carry out intercontinental missions? 

Secret ary Quarts. We do not have enough tankers to maximize the 
use of B-47’s without overseas bases. We do have enough tankers, 
and a very substantial number of tankers in being today, and rehear sed 
in the refueling of B-47’s, to make the B-47 fleet that we have today a 
very powerful “strike fleet without overseas bases. 

Senator Jackson. A very powerful one. 

Senator Symrneron. Will the Senator yield there ? 

Senator Jackson. Allright. 


QUESTION OF WHICH IS MORE OBSOLESCENT, B-3 6 OR KC—97 


Senator Symrneton. Would oa say the B-36 is more obsolescent 
than the current tanker, the KC-97, or would you say the current 
KC-97 is more obsolescent than the B- 36? 

Secretary Quares. I would say that for their missions the B-36 
is more obsolescent, that is, more in need of replacement by modern 
equipment, than isthe KC-97. 

Senator Jackson. Mr. Quarles, I may disagree with you on various 
issues, but I think you are a very honest witness. That is all I have 
to say. 

Secretary Quartes. Sir, I appreciate that very much. I assure you 
I would like to be. 
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Senator Jackson. I think you are an intellectually honest witness. 
I may disagree with you. I enjoy an argument once in a while. 

Secretary Quarues. Well, sir, thank you very much. 

Senator Syminoron. Mr. Secretary, what do you feel has been the 
predominant factor in decisions with respect to the military budget ? 

Secretary Quares. I feel the predominant factor— 

Senator Symincron. If you want to limit that to your activities 
in the research and development field, that would be satisf ictory to 
my request. 

Secretary Quaries. Perhaps since it is a sort of subjective ques- 
tion, the chairman would permit me to answer it in respect to myself, 
or do you wish me to answer it in respect to the Department as a whole ? 

(Senator Jackson left the hearing room.) 

Senator Symineron. Let me repeat the question, and you answer 
tany way you want. 


CONSIDERS NATIONAL SECURITY HAS BEEN IMPORTANT FACTOR IN SIZE OF 
DEFENSE BUDGET 


What do you think has been the dominating factor in the final deci- 
sion as to what should be spent for national security ? 

Secretary Quartes. I think the dominant factor has been achieving 
ecurity, and a secondary factor, and given considerable importance, 
as been achieving it with the Congress. 

Senator SymineTon. Lask that the question be answered. 

What has been the dominant factor with respect to what this Gov- 
ernment was going to spend for its national security ? 

Secretary Quar.es. Security for the United States of America. 

Senator Symineron. And you think that that has been more im- 
portant in the minds of the people who made the decision than what 

the economy could afford ; is that correct ? 

Secretary Quartes. I do think so; yes, sir. 

Senator Symineron. Then why did you give monetary guidelines on 
research and development, which have not increased over recent years; 
ind this despite the lowering in the value of the dollar and great in- 
crease in the air strength of the Communists ? 

Secretary Quartes. Because I believed then, and I believe now, that 
in the narrow context of research and development, as defined in the 
budget, this was a wise policy of achieving a level of research and 
levelopment. 


's OF ALMOST $4 BILLION FROM AIR STAFF BUDGET REQUEST EVALUATED 


Senator Symrneron. Now, let’s broaden the point a bit. The Air 
Staff recommended to the Chief of Staff a budget of over $20 billion. 
The Chief of Staff cut that to $19.3 billion. Your Office, in turn, cut 
t to $18.8 billion. The Secretary of Defense, in conjunction with the 
Treasury and the Bureau of the Budget, then further cut it to $16.5 
billion. So you certainly couldn’t say it was being done primarily 
from the standpoint of security so far as any military expert 1s 
concer Te d. 

Wouldn’t it be fair to say that money took precedence over any- 
thing else, that much of the decisions were on the basis of what some- 
body thought the economy could afford ? 
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Secretary Quartes. I think, Mr. Chairman, that would not be a fair 
statement to make, and I base my response on this: 

If, in making these cuts in the Air Force budget, there had been a 
substantial cut in the program of the Air Force to produce security, 
then I would have to answer your question differently. 

But in consideration of the fact that the cuts did not substantially 
change the program of the Air Force to produce security, but changed 
the fiscal arrangement under which we would operate, I think it is fair 
to say that the cuts were consistent with, first, priority on defense, and, 
second, priority on economy in defense. 

Senator Symincron. Where we, I think, differ a bit, for example, 
is that in your letter to me, you talked about—I haven’t got the exact 
quote here, but you talked about the KC-135 and the F-104. 


PRESENT VS. FUTURE PRODUCTION 


Let me read it to you; I have it now: 


With available funds, we have significantly accelerated the production of 
the KC—135 jet tanker and the F—104 supersonic fighter. 

Now, there isn’t anything there said about production planning. 
What it says is production. But, you have testified this morning, 
and this letter was written months ago, that you have no KC-135 and 
only one F-104. How : an youe onsider that acceleration 2 

Secretary Quarxes. I think that is very clear, Mr. Chairman. You 
accelerate the production by increasing the rate at which things will 
be produced, and, correspondingly, increasing your level of support 
for them. 

This isn’t saying that we have increased the number that have been 
produced and delivered. I think the terminology is quite in accord- 
ance with common diction. 

Senator Symrneron. But the staff tells me there has been no ac- 
celeration in the production of these two planes. 

Secretary Quartes. That, sir, I disagree with, and I would be glad 
to show for the record that there has been. 

Senator Symincton. Has there been any production increase in the 
production se hedule of those planes since January 5 of this year? 

Secretary eee No change in the production schedule in the 
F-104, nor KC-135, since January 5 of this year. 

Senator Siridneatrdnis Isn’t that what we were talking about, Mr. 
Secretary ? 

Secretary Quartes. I did not think we were talking about it. Your 
letter was addressed to the 1956 situation, the 1956 budget, and our 
experience under the 1956 budget, which experience started July 1, 
1955, and I was trying to be responsive to your letter in dealing with 
the 1956 budget period. 

Senator Symrneron. Well, I am afraid we are not getting very far. 

I now read into the record the testimony of the Secretary of De- 
fense in 1953. I asked if you thought the budgets that we were discuss- 
ing 

Senator Ervin. Pardon me, Mr. Chairman. The Secretary of the 
Air Force? 

Senator Symrneton. No, I was going to read what the present 
Secretary of Defense said, some time back. 

Senator Ervin. Oh, pardon me. 
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1953 DECISION TO CUT DEFENSE SPENDING HAD UNKNOWN EFFECT 


Senator Symineron. I asked you if you thought that money had 
been predominant, and you said, no, you thought security had been 
predominant; is that correct ? 

Secretary Quartes. It is correct; yes, sir. 

Senator Symineton. Now, let me read the testimony of Mr. Wilson 
before the Senate, in reply to questioning from Senator Margaret 
Chase Smith, a member of the Armed Services Committee: 

Much to Mr. Keyes’ surprise and mine— 
said Secretary Wilson— 
most of the cuts seemed to show up in the Air Force program. 

And then Mr. Keyes said: 


I did not realize it until Secretary Talbott called the statistical result to my 
attention. 


To me, that testimony shows clearly that, at that time, the question 
of money predominated. 

Mr. Counsel, have you any questions? 

Mr. Hamiuron. I have only two. 


EFFICIENT IRBM WOULD INCREASE SOVIET AIRPOWER 


Mr. Secretary, in connection with your statement as to the signifi- 
cance of the Russians getting an IRBM in relation to the power be- 
tween Communist Eurasia and the remainder of Europe, and in con- 
nection also with your answers on that point, did you intend to give 
the impression that it was your view that the obtaining by the Com- 
munists of an operational [RBM with a satisfactory range, satisfac- 
tory accuracy, and satisfactory thermonuclear weapon carrying ca- 
pacity would not significantly increase their airpower ? 


Secretary Quarues. Mr. Counsel, you added some qualifications 
to if 


Mr. Hamitron. That’s right. 

Secretary Quartes. Which I think aren’t completely realistic and 
were not intended in my response. 

Mr. Hamirron. I am not speaking now at any particular time. I 
am asking the question abstractly. 

Secretary Quar.es. Oh, abstractly. 

I would say that the addition of such a weapon would increase their 
airpower; yes, sir. It would significantly increase their airpower. 

Mr. Haminron. In other words, if they demonstrated to General 
Twining tomorrow—and I am not suggesting at all that they will— 
that they »y had a weapon of that kind and had it in significant quantities, 
would you regard that as a significant increase in “their airpower ? 

Secretary Qu artes. If they demonstrated all the qualities you put 
in your question, I would regard it as a significant increase in their 
airpower. 

Mr. Hamiuron. Now, my second question, sir: Have you, in your 
capacity as Secretary of the Air Force, found it necessary or ap- 
propriate to request, in connection with the fiscal 1957 budget, more 
funds for research and development than allowed by the guidelines 
of DOD? 

Secretary Quarts. I requested an $1814 million adjustment, or 
$1714, perhaps it was, it was of that order, adjustment i in the guideline 
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figure which was, in my judgment, the kind of accounting adjustment 
that we had permitted all the way through this period. 


RELATIVELY SMALL UPWARD ADJUSTMENT IN RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 
FUNDS FOR FISCAL YEAR 1957 DISAPPROVED 


In other words, the guidelines contemplated that the 431 figure 
would be adjusted by accounting changes, and that is how we get the 
$610 million figure of the present time, and I recommended that the 
figure that I believe was $628 million be accepted as an accounting 
adjustment. 

Mr. Hamitron. In lieu of the $610 million figure of the guidelines? 

Secretary Quarues. In lieu of the $610 million. 

Mr. Haminton. Was your request approved by your superiors in 
the Department of Defense ? 

Secretary Quaries. That request was not approved. 

Mr. Hamirton. That is all. 

Senator Symineton. Senator Duff ? 

Senator Durr. Yes, sir. 


SENATOR CONSIDERS “BUNK” THE STATEMENTS ABOUT SOVIET PROGRESS 
RELATIVE TO THE UNITED STATES 


Mr. Chairman, we have been talking about the psychological effect 
of certain of this defense picture on our allies, and I want to say, No. 1, 
that I congratulate the Secretary on the very wonderful account he 
has given of himself in this very distressing examination, which was 
all right. 

But I also want to say that, in my opinion, if our allies had the 
definite information of the fabulous progress in weapons that this 
committee has had in secret session, that they would get a vast psycho- 
logical uplift, as I am very positive the American people will get when- 
ever it is decided to give them the facts that we have had in secret 
session. 

That is my observation. 

Senator Symineton. Could I respectfully ask the Senator if he 
would make a recommendation of any specific item that has been 
classified he would like to see declassified / 

Senator Durr. I would like them to hear the whole weapons pro- 
gram, and then we would put to rest all this “bunk” about where the 
Soviets stand as compared with us. 


SUGGESTION TO DECLASSIFY MORE INFORMATION 


Senator Symrneton. Could I respectfully ask the Senator if he 
would join in a request that all material that is classified—— 

Senator Durr. Yes, sir; I will do it, gladly. I will sign it with 
anybody that you want me to sign it with. 

Senator SymrinetTon. Does he feel that would be good for the secu- 
rity of the United States? 

Senator Durr. If it is going to be good to downgrade ourselves, as 
compared to the Russians, I think something ought to happen to up- 
grade us, and the facts will upgrade us. 

Senator Syminaton. Has the Senator any more questions / 
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Senator Durr. No, sir; that’s it. 

Senator Ervin. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question of a very gen- 
eral nature / 

Senator Symineton. Senator Ervin. 


“ROBBING PETER TO PAY PAUL” 


Senator Ervin. Isn’t using procurement appropriations for research 
and development purposes somewhat like “robbing Peter to pay Paul” ? 

Secretary Quaries. I think it has some of that quality, Senator 
Ervin, but I think the Peter that gets robbed in this case is a very 
much bigger thing than the Paul who gets the money. That is, we 
are dealing with a six to seven billion dollar procurement appropria- 
tion as against the $600 million research and development appro- 
priation. 

May I, sir, just add this one thought: That the whole purpose of 
procurement is, of course, to procure as modern things as possible, and 
the whole purpose of development is to make them modern, so it seems 
very logical to me to make it possible to use funds somewhat inter- 
changeably for the development of the most modern things, as well as 
for the procurement of the most modern things. 

Senator Ervry. But is it not correct that the funds which were re- 
quested and appropriated for procurement purposes were presumably 
deemed necessary for those purposes ? 

Secretary Quaries. I think that is very correct. However, they 
can only be useful for those purposes when the things have been de- 
veloped which will be procured, 

Senator Ervin. But it is necessary to procure items of defense which 
may become obsolete as a result of the further research and develop- 
ment. Otherwise you might be caught with bows and arrows when 
somebody else has got powder. 

Secretary Quaries. That is our $64 question, sir: How much to 
procure that can now be produced, and how long to wait for things 
that will be better. 

Senator Ervin. That isall. 


GENERAL TWINING AND GENERAL WHITE ON SOVIET’S GREATER PROGRESS 


Senator Symrneton. With respect to observations made about the 
rate of progress of ourselves as against the rate of progress of the Com- 
munists, I quote from remarks made last October by the Chief of Staff 
of the Air Force: 

If being ahead is related to number of aircraft and combat units, we are not 
ahead. The Communists have thousands more combat airplanes than we do. 

If being ahead is related to aircraft production, we are again only second best. 
The Communists are producing far more combat airplanes than we are. 

Even more important, if being ahead is related to rate of progress, we have 
fallen far behind. [Italics supplied.] 

Last week the Chair placed into the record figures which showed 
just how far behind the Communists we are falling in the educating of 
engineers and scientists. Perhaps the most significant quotation of 
all in this connection, however, comes from a talk made by one of the 
most brilliant officers we have, last February, in which he said: 

One of the reasons that we are dropping behind is that the Communists are 
making scientific and technological advances at a faster rate than we. 
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Mr. Haminron. Who was that, for the record, Mr. Chairman ? 

Senator Symineron. Gen. Thomas G. White, Vice Chief of Staff 
of the Air Force speaking in Cincinnati in place of the Chief of Staff 
of the Air Force. 


QUESTION OF TANKERS FOR B—47’S 


Mr. Secretary, I want to ask you one question in connection with your 
prepared statement. Yousay: 

In 1959 the B—47 with tanker support will remain the largest force of inter- 
continental bombers in the active inventory of any country. It is true that our 
large tleet of B—47’s would be more effective if supported by the new all-jet KC-135 
tanker ; but it is also true that the KC-97 tanker permits effective intercontinental 
operations of B—47’s without the use of our extensive complex of overseas bases. 

In that connection, where are our tankers stationed ? 

Secretary Quartes. Our tankers, generally speaking, are stationed 
on Zone of Interior bases. 

Senator Symineron. Wouldn’t we be more effective if we could sta- 
tion them on the overseas bases ? 

Secretary Quartes. There would be some advantages in stationing 
them overseas, but the logistics of that whole situation make it quite 
practicable to operate them as tankers from zone of interior bases. 

Senator Symincton. Mr. Counsel ? 

Mr. Haminron. No; thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Symrneton. Senator Duff? 


REFERENCE TO SCIENTISTS TESTIMONY 


Senator Durr. I would just like to say further, Mr. Chairman, that 
the observations that I made were not on the basis of any scientific 
statements last year but on the basis of the testimony that we have 
had from scientists in secret session during the meetings of this com- 
mittee since the 16th of April. 

Senator Symrneron. Senator Ervin ? 

Senator Ervin. No questions. 


COMMENDATION 


Senator Symincron. Mr. Secretary, we want to thank you very 
much for your courtesy in coming up and listening to our questioning. 

We have to vote the appropriations in the Congress. 

In order to do that intelligently, the more information we have, the 
better. 

I have disagreed with you at times, but I want to emphasize that I 
am sure you have never done anything in your life, and never would, 
that you didn’t think was in the best interests of the United States. 

Secretary Quartes. Sir, I thank you. 

Might I have just the privilege, Senator, of saying that I tremen- 
dously appreciate the courtesy of the chairman and of the commit- 
tee, and the consideration they have shown me in ™y effort to be 
responsive to your questions. I also tremendousiy appreciate the 
chairman’s fine compliment. 
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Senator Ervin. I just want to say that I concur in it, and I want 
to commend the great frankness with which you have answered all 
questions that have been put to you. 

Secretary Quartes. Thank you very much. 

Senator Symrineton. Thank you, Mr. Secretary. 

(Whereupon, at 12 noon the subcommittee recessed, to reconvene 
at 9: 30a. m., Friday, June 29, 1956.) 
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